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postmasters who serve untn the regular appointment 1s made 
should be left to the best judgment of -the Department. There 
would be no objections to providing that acting postmasters 
should serve not to exceed 6 months from the date of such desig
nation so as to insure that the regular appointment would be 
made without unnecessary delay. Provision should be made that 
the time could be extended beyond 6 months with the permission 
of the Civil Service Commission, in order that there may be time 
to work out d.iffi.cult cases and establish eligible registers, 1f 
necessary. 

s. 49 is sim1lar to H. R. 1531 in that it provides for the exten
sion of the classified civil service to Presidential postmasters. 

Section 2 provides that appointments at offices of the first and 
second class shall be made by the promotion of an employee 1n 
the vacancy office or the reappointment of the incumbent post
master, 1f there be one. provided such employee or the incumbent 
postmaster is found to be qualified through noncompetitive 
examination. This section also provides (lines 6 to 12, p. 2) that 
the Postmaster General must certify to the Civil Service Commis
sion that no employee in the vaca.ncy om.ce is qualified and that 
the incumbent postmaster is not qualified before an open com
petitive examination can be requested. The Department could 
not approve of this provision for the reason that it would not 
be practicable or in the interest of the service to require that 
the Postmaster General make such certification. 

Section 2 (b) relates to the appointment of postmasters at 
third-class otllces and provides for the reappointment of the 
incumbent postmaster, if there be one, through noncompetitive 
examination or the selection from an eligible register established 
by the Civil Service Commisslon through open competitive exam
ln&tion. No provision is made for consideration of a classified 
employee. The clerks 1n thtrd-class post otllces have no civil
service status; however, a number of rural routes are attached 
to third-class offices, and there would be no good reason ·for failure 
to recognize and consider rural carriers. There 1s no valid reason 
for making any d11ferent provisions at third-class otllces than are 
made for fiTSt-class. 

AD.y legislation extending the classified civU service to PresJ
dential postmasters should provide, in connection with appoint
ments due to vacancies through death, resignation, retirement, 
removal for cause, or expiration o! term, for the filllng of the 
vacancy by the Postmaster General by either of the following 
methods: 

1. By the reappointment of the incumbent, 1f there be one, 
through noncompetitive exa.mtnation. 

2. By the promotion of a classified employee in the vacancy 
offi.ce through noncompetitive examina.tion. 

3. By the selection from an eligible register established by the 
Civil Service Commission in accordance with the CivU Service 
Act and rules. The selection from an eligible register in accord
ance with the CivU Service Act and rules should be made in _ 
the same manner as governs selections from eligible registers in 
filling all other civil-service positions. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) 

ExmBrr A 

JAMES A. FARLEY, 
Postmaster General. 

[S. 3022, 75th Cong .. 2d Bess.] 
A bill to amend the law relating to appointment of postmasters 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 6 of the act entitled "An act 

making appropriations for the service of the Post Oflice Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1877, and for other purposes," 
approved July 12, 1876, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 eel, title 
39, sec. 31) ,"is hereby amended to read as follows: 

SEc. 6. Postmasters of first, second, third, and fourth classes 
shall hereafter be appointed without term in accordance with the 
provisions of the act entitled "An act to regulate and Improve the 
civil service of the United States," approved January 16, 1883; 
Provtded, That 1n the cases of postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes, the appointment shall be made by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate: Provided further, 
That 1n the case of postotnoes of the fourth class, postmasters shall 
be appointed and may be removed by the Postmaster General, by 
whom all appointments a.nd removals shall be notified to the 
General Accounting Otnce: Provided further, That whenever a 
vacancy occurs 1n the otllee of postmaster of the first, second, cr 
third class as the result of (1) death, (2) resignation, (3) removal. 
(4) retirement, or (5) expiration of term of the present incumbellt, 
the Postmaster General may recommend to the President tbe 
appointment of the incumbent, 1f tbere be one. or the appointment 
by promotion of a classified-civil-service employee in the Postal 
Service 1n the vacancy omce, and the President may appoint the 
person so recommended. 

JOSEPH c. O'MAB:ONEY, 
M. M. LoGAN, 
RoBERT M. LA FOLLE'r.IE, Jr. 

VIEWS OF MR. BluDGES 
[To accompany S. 3022} 

The Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads has for 
the past 2 weeks been considering a bill to amend an act of Con
gress which was approved June 12, 1876, as amended (U. S. c .. 
1934 ed., title 39, sec. 81). having to do with the methods of 
appointment of postmasters of the first, second, and third classes. 
'lllis a,mendJng bill J.ntroduced by Senator McKn ua will again 

&addle the Post omce Depal'tment with the spoils system. It 1s 
merely a perpetuation o! the patronage method and the spoils 
system at its worst. Its purpose 1s to cover all the present in
cumbent postmasters of the first, second, and third classes and 
give full opportunity for their reappointment regardless of merit. 

The passage of this bill will put a premium on politics to the 
d€triment of the Postal Service. It will mean the change of 
postmasters with ev~ry change of administration, with a great 
ccnfuslon and a great expense to the Past Otllce Department and · 
to the taxpayer. It may Impair the service in each community and 
t11e Postal Service as a whole. 

Its enactment would be a direct repudiation of the platforms of 
both major political parties and 1n bold defiance of pUblic opinion. 
Its enactment would be a direct contradiction to the desires of 
President Roosevelt as expressed by his statements concerning the 
merit system, to wit: 

"1. The merit system in civil service 1s in no danger at my hands; 
but on the contrary I hope it will be extended and improved dur
mg my term as President. 

"2. It matters not wh.at political party is ln power by the elective 
will of the people, Government functions for all, and there can be 
no question of greater moment or broader effect than the mainte
nance, strengthening, and extension of the merit system established 
In the competitive principles of the Civil Service A~t • • • ." 

Its enactment would completely nullify the Executive order of 
July 20, 1936 (No. 7421), relating to the appointment of post
masters to post otllces of the first, second, and third classes. 

Although 1t is believed that the present system of selection of 
postmasters is inadequate as a permanent measure, this system is 
better than that which would result from foisting on the public 
more spoils system, which passage of the McKellar bill would 
insure. 

Th1s minority believes a measure should be enacted to provide for 
the appointment or promotion of classified civil-service employees 
1n the Postal Serv1ce to the otllce of postmaster; or that such office 
shall be tilled as the result of an open competitive civil-service 
exam.ination in which the person receiving the highest mark shall 
be appointed unless the President or Postmaster General shall 
certify to Congress some reason for the failure of said appoint
ment. In this way this minority of your committee believes the 
:reforms sought may be attained. 

Let us defend the civil service and the merit system from further 
encroachment by political spoilsmen. 

H. STYLES BRIDGES. 
RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess un
til 12 o'clock noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 o'clock and 21 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, December 6, 
1937, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominatinns confirmed by the Senate December 4 

(legislative day of November 16), 1937 
POSTMASTERS 

KANSAS 

Dol'othy H. Claassen! Bethel College. 
MINNESOTA 

Cora E. Cook. Chandler. 
Nettie A. Terrell, Elysian. 
Anna E. Smith, Foreston. 
George E. Roche, Garfield. 
Robert R. Green, Medford. 
Claire M. Peterson, Stanchfield. 
Lura V. Frahm, Triumph. 

TENNESSEE 

Charles L. Wells, Byrdstown. 
William H. Fox, Graysville. 
Roy B. King, Madison College. 
Leonard F. Robinette, Mosheim. 
John Crittenden Pope, Springfield. 
James K. St. Clair, White Bluff. 

SENATE 
MONDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1937 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, November 16, 1937) 

'l1le Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
tbe readillg of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen ... 
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dar day Saturday, December 4, 1937, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Davis La Follette 
Andrews Donahey Lee 
Ashurst Duffy Lewis 
Austin Ellender Logan 
Bailey Frazier Lonergan 
Bankhead George Lundeen 
Barkley Gerry - McAdoo 
BUbo Gibson McGill 
Borah Gillette McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Glass McNary 
Brown, N.H. Graves Miller 
Bulkley Green Minton 
Bulow Guffey Murray 
Burke Harrison Neely 
Byrd Hatch Norris 
Byrnes Hayden Nye 
Capper Herring O'Mahoney 
Caraway Hitchcock Overton 
Chavez Johnson, CaUl. Pepper 
Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Copeland King Pope 

Radclllfe 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
White 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. BoNE], the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY]. 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. HoLT], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. HuGHES], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] are absent from the Senate because 
of illness. 

The junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] is 
absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BERRY], the Senator 
from illinois [Mr. DIETERICH], the senior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. MooRE], the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
MALONEY], and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCARRANL 
·are unavoidably detained. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from ~-[assa
chusetts [Mr. LoDGE] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 
FORTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF SECRETARY HALSEy's CONNECTION 

WITH SENATE 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, 40 years ago today there 
came into the Senate as a page a young boy from the State 
of Virginia under appointment of his uncle, then United 
States Senator from that State, the Honorable John W. 
Daniel. During that 40 years he has remained a part of the 
Senate organization. He has advanced from page, step by 
step, because of his efficiency, his loyalty, the outstanding 
charm of his personality, and the recognition, regardless of 
party, of his qualifications and his qualities as a public 
servant, until today he is the honored Secretary of the Sen
ate. I wish on this fortieth anniversary of his entry upon 
service here in the Senate not only to felicitate him upon 
his record but also to felicitate and congratulate the Senate 
-in keeping in its service a man who has grown up in it, who 
has become a part of it, and who, not only to us as individual 
Senators but to the Senate as a body and to the country has 
rendered outstanding and e.:fficient service of the highest 
character. 

I should not want this day to go by without calling atten
tion to the fact that Mr. Edwin A. Halsey, our efficient Secre
tary, today celebrates his fortieth anniversary as a servant 
and an employee of the United States Senate. I wish for 
him long life, prosperity, and happiness, and that even 
higher honors may await him in the service of the Senate 
and of the country. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the service rendered by 
Colonel Halsey is unusual in its length. It bas been charac
terized by faithfulness and capacity, a public service well 
rendered. I join the Democratic leader, as the Republican 

.Senators join me, in wishing Colonel Halsey many more 
years of good health and that he may continue to serve the 
Senate in some worthy capacity for many, many y~s. 

LXXXII---57 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I have a particu
larly intimate and friendly feeling for Colonel Halsey. Forty 
years' service in any field of endeavor is an epic. Forty 
years of service in the Senate is not only an epic but an 
achievement in resistance and endurance. Colonel Halsey is 
one of the most affable, industrious, able servants I have 
.seen in the public service. He is loyally partisan in politics 
and loyally unpartisan in service to every Senator on the 
floor. I join in these felicitations and express the hope that 
Colonel Halsey's life begins at 40. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, after the felicitous and 
gracious addresses that have been delivered, mine must be 
a poor contribution. In cooking a dinner, in constructing 
a temple, in winning a battle, no matter what is to be done, 
someone must do the irksome, laborious, the difficult, and 
sometimes the unlovely work-the spade work. For many 
years it was Colonel Halsey's lot to perform the laborious, 
tedious, unnoticed tasks here. 

When he was promoted to high place, in addition to per
forming daily his regular and particular duties, he has done 
that which will interest and enlighten those who come after 
us in future days. Colonel Halsey, who has a flair for history, 
has rescued from obscurity and decay many documents that 
are poignant and priceless memorials of the early days of 
our Government; he has had them photographed and placed 
_at the disposal of historians. Some of these documents are 
of tremendous importance. 

I remember, when, 13 years ago, it became necessary for 
Senators to make a technical investigation in the field of a 
great project the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
_of which the able and genial Senator- from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY J was then chairman, considered who should be in 
charge of that committee and who should have authority 
as a sort of generalissimo for the committee. the able Sen
ator from Oregon chose Colonel Halsey for such duty, and 
the Senator's judgment was vindicated. 
_ Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I want to express my 
cordial agreement with what has been said of Colonel Hal
sey. The Senate has never had a more courteous and faith
ful, nor a more capable official. He holds the admiration 
and the confidence of the entire Senate. 

Mr. PITI'MAN. Mr. President, when I arrived in this 
body 25 years ago Mr. Halsey was quite a. young man. He 
was at that time assistant on the Democratic side to Mr. 
Keller, who had been here a great many years. I have had 
_occasion, of course, during that time to become intimately 
acquainted with Mr. Halsey, as has every Member of this 
body during his service. I consider him a very remarkable 
man. I do not know the exact date when he came into the 
service of the Senate, but it was 15 years before I came here. 
During that time he has earned his promotions. It is true 
that he came from a splendid family in Virginia and was 
aided in his early history by Virginians, but the honors that 
have come to him are due to his own merit, and earned 
through his courtesy, his industry, and his ability. 

Not only in this body has he rendered great service but 
as a. partisan Democrat he has served his party through 
every great convention within my memory, at first in minor 
capa-cities, later as sergeant at arms of those great con
ventions. He has served with the same industry and im
partiality. He is known today throughout the country. 

I have no doubt I shall be sustained by every member of the 
Republican Party and other parties in this body when I state 
that, notwithstanding his frank partisanship to the Demo
cratic Party, he has always been courteous and impartial in 
his conduct in any service to other Members of this body. 
This, for a partisan, is sometimes very difficult. I recognize 
not only his courtesy but I fully realize his great ability, his 
great adaptability. Any Senator in this body who desires any 
information can obtain it more expeditiously and accurately 
through the Secretary of the Senate than through any other 

. source I know of. 
For all these reasons I am very happy to join in the 

felicitations to Colonel Halsey on this occasion. 
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REPORT OF DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report of the National 
Society of the Daughters of the American Revolution for the 
year ended April 1, 1937, which, with the accompanying 
report, was referred to the Committee on Printing. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolu
tion adopted by Local No.l14, United Retail Shoe Employees, 
of Philadelphia, Pa., favoring the enactment of the wages 
and hours bill, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
Public Affairs Association of the Santa Monica Bay District, 
Calif., favoring the prompt enactment of the so-called Wag
ner-Van Nuys antilynching bill, which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

He also presented a resolution adopted at a recent meeting 
of the Filomat Society, Buffalo, N. Y., protesting against the 
enactment of crop-control legislation on the ground that 
such control plan might result in serious food shortage, 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

·Mr. VANDENBERG presented a petition of sundry citi
zens of Pinconning, Mich., favoring the adoption of the so
called Ludlow resolution, being the joint resolution <H. J. 
Res. 199) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States providing for a referendum on war, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GILLE'ITE presented resolutions adopted by the an
nual meeting of the Cherokee County Farm Bureau and a 

· mass meeting held at Sioux Center, in the state of Iowa, 
favoring the enactment of legislation providing agricultural 
relief, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. COPELAND presented a resolution adopted by the 
convention of the Societies of Christian Endeavor, New 

'·York City, N. Y., endorsing the principle embodied in pro
posed amendments to the Constitution whereby the people 
may decide by referendum as to whether the cause for 

; which the Nation may go to war is worth the cost, which 
· was referred to the Committe on the Judiciary. 
· He also presented resolutions adopted by the Olean <N. YJ 
Council for Peace Action, protesting against the enactment 
of the bill (S. 25) to prevent profiteering in time of war and 
to equalize the burdens of war and thus provide for the 
'national defense and promote peace, and favoring enforce
ment of the terms of existing peace treaties as the basis for 
international peace, which were referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Brook
lyn and vicinity, in the State of New York, remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation which might in any way 
increase taxes on foods so as to result in higher food prices, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He alSo presented the petition of members of the Harlem 
Industrial Workers, New York City, N. Y., praying for the 
enactment of House bill 1507, the so-called antilynching bill, 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented memorials of Eden Grange, No. 1199; 
Orange County Pomona Grange; and Seeber's Lane Grange, 
No. 1193, of Canajoharie, all of the Patrons of Husbandry, 
in the State of New York, remonstrating against the enact
ment of pending wage and hour legislation, which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON ARGICULTURE AND FORESTRY 

Mr. SMITH. From the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry I report back, without amendment, the bill <S. 
3043) to provide for loans to farmers far crop production 
and harvesting during the year 1938. and for other purposes, 
and I submit a. report <No. 1297) thereon. This morning 
the committee was 11nanimous in recom.mend.ing the passage 
of this so-called seed-loan bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report 
will be received and the bill will be placed on the calendar. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first i 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re- i 

ferred as follows: 
By Mr. CAPPER: 
A bill <S. 3097) for the relief of Elijah Wallace (with ac

companying papers); to the Committee on Interstate Com
merce. 

A bill (S. 3098) to provide for uniform regulation of mar
riage and divorce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 
A bill (8. 3099) for the relief of Forrest H. Overstreet; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. CAPPER: 
A joint resolution <S. J. Res. 234) proposing an amend

ment to the Constitution of the United States relative to 
marriage and divorce laws; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A joint resolution <S. J. Res. 235) providing for adjustment 

of the civil-service retirement annuity of George E. Richards; 
to the Committee on Civil Service. 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. HATCH, Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. OVERTON, and Mr. BAILEY 
(by request) each submitted an amendment, Mr. JoHNsoN 
of California (for himself and Mr. McADoo) submitted an 
amendment, and Mr. CLARK submitted two amendments in
tended to be proposed by them to the bill (S. 2787) to pro
vide an adequate and balanced :flow of the major agricul
tural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, and . 
for other purposes, which were severally ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

LOUD-SPEAKING SYSTEM FOR SENATE CHAMBER 
Mr. Bn.J30. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 

submit a resolution for appropriate reference, and also re
quest that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolution <S. Res. 206) was 
received and referred to the Committee on Rules, as follows: 

Whereas 1t 1s evident to every Member of the Senate, as well as 
to all visitors to the Senate galleries, that the acoustic properties 
of the Senate Chamber are very poor and unsatisfactory; and 

Whereas it 1s the ardent wish and desire of every Member of the 1 

Senate, as well as visitors to the galleries, to hear and understand 
every statement and speech made by Members of the Senate; and 

Whereas the recent developments of loud-speaking instruments 
are so thoroughly lmproved and perfected that they can be in
stalled upon the top or side of each Senator's desk without ob
struction and· inconvenience, making it possible for every Senator 
to be heard in all parts of the Senate Chamber and galleries as well 
when speaking from h1s desk; and 

Whereas it 1s necessary for Senators in the rear of the Serrate 
Chamber to leave their seats and occupy, or attempt to occupy, . 
the seats of other Senators at the front and near the President's 
chair, if they hear or understand anything that is said and done, 
and, in doing this, lt is not only embarrassing to the intruder, or · 
trespasser, but it is exceedingly annoying to the older Members of 
the Senate who, by right of seniority, occupy these seats of ad.van- , 
tage; and 

Whereas if it were possible for each and every Member of the 1 
Senate to hear everything that is said and done on the floor of the 1 

Senate, it would bring about a more satisfactory and expeditious 
transaction of the business of the Senate; and 

Whereas the Senate Rules Committee has the power, right, and 
authority to direct the installation of a loud-speaking system in 
the Senate: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Rules Committee be respectfully requested and 
urged to give favorable consideration to the proposition of directing 1 

the Sergeant at Arms to install a loud-speaker system in the ' 
Senate Chamber before the convening of the third session of the 
Seventy-fifth Congress. 

LEADERSHIP OF REPUBLICAN PARTY-LETTER FROM GOVERNOR OF 
VERMONT 

[Mr. GIBSON asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter written by Hon. George D. Aiken, the Gov
ernor of Vermont, to the Republican National Committee 
concerning the leadership of the Republican Party, etc .. 
which appears in the Appendix.] 
I'IFTll ANNivERsARY OF FIRST ELECTION OF. PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT

ADDRESS BY HON. JAMES A. FARLEY 

rMr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the REcoRD a radio address by Hon. James A. Farley delivered 
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on November 9 to the Young Democratic Clubs of America 
dinner gatherings throughout the country in celebration of 
the fifth anniversary of the election of Franklin D. Roosevelt 
to the Presidency, which appears in the Appendix.] 
HOW THE TARIFF HURTS THE FARMER-EDITORIAL FROl!l MEMPHIS 

COMJ!4ERCIAL APPEAL 
[Mr. CLARK asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 

RECORD an editorial entitled ''How the Tariff Hurts the 
Farmer," from the Memphis Commercial Appeal, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (8. 2787) 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of the major agri
cultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, before the Senator from North 
Dakota proceeds will he yield to me? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly. 
Mr. BORAH. I have a pamphlet on the farm problem 

written by William Hirth, president of the Missouri Farmers' 
Association, and editor and publisher of the Missouri Farmer. 
The pamphlet is too long to be inserted in the RECORD, but I 
ask permission to have printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks several paragraphs which seem to me more particu
larly pertinent. 

There being no objection, the excerpts referred to were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

If Congress will treat the farmer as it has treated industry and 
labor-if it will make the tarifi' work to assure our farmers a price 
on those of their products that are consumed in our home markets 
that will give them a fair return for their labor as nearly as the 
whims of Nature permit, and upon their capital invested in their 
farm plants-from the hour that such an adjustment of the tariff 
1s made, and farmers are aided in segregating their surpluses so 

, that fair home-market prices can be maintained, the so-called farm 
problem will begin to fade out of our national picture, and Con
gress will no longer need to bother its head about it. Also, the 
farm-tenant problem will begin to disappear like mists before the 
riSing sun; for, once farmets have an income that will enable them 
to make payments on a farm home from time to time, they will 
soon cease to be tenants and become ow:ners instead. And, failing 
to give the tenants of today such an income, all .the surveys ~d 
fine-spun theories about resettlement and rehabilitation, etc., will 
be what John J. Ingalls, of Kansas, called an "iridescent dream"
unless farmers are placed in position to have something left over 
for their arduous ton at the end of an average year the time is not 
far distant when 75 percent of our farms instead of 50 percent 
will be in the hands of tenants, and in proof we need only contem
plate the rate at which tenancy has increased during recent years. 

• • • • • • • 
DETERMINING HOME-llrlABXET NEEDS 

How would we determine the probable production of the various 
crops included under protected home-market prices? 

.AJ; crops of corn, wheat, cotton, tobaoco, potatoes, rice, etc., ap
proach maturity, the Secretary of Agriculture should be directed to 
ascertain the probable yield of each crop and the amount necessary 
for domestic conSumption, and then any surplus should be segre
gated under Government seal in the manner suggested. In esti
mating the amount needed for domestic consumption the Secre
tary should always err on the side of conservatism in order that 
the home markets will not be oversupplied and then release what
ever of the surplus may be needed later on. The United States 
Department of Agriculture has long maintained a Nation-wide crop
reporting service, and thus this machinery is already in existence. 

• • • • • • 
"SHOT IN THE ARM" RELIEF 

Mean while, 1f the proposed new farm bill should increase farm 
prices to the extent of the subsidies either by taking it out of 
the Treasury, or by making it up out of new taxes, would this 
even remotely solve the farm problem? This is too absurd to 
discuss, for was not our gross farm income during the Hoover 
years sharply above $11,000,000,000, and was not the farmer on a 
rapidly sinking ship at that time? When our gross farm income 
this year will be at least $2,000,000,000 under that of the Hoover 
years, will an additional billion dollars or so be anything more 
than another shot in the arm? 

• • • • • 
PRODUCTION CONTROL UNSOUND 

Is production control a sound national policy? 

• • 

In the opinion of the writer it is not only not sound but, as 
recent crop failures have demonstrated, it 1s extremely dangerous, 
and in this connection it is interesting to recall that in 1932 the 
Democratic national platform declared for the control of farm 
surpluses, while the Republican platform declared for t.he con
trol of production, and yet hardly had Secretary Wallace gotten 

h1s seat warm in Washington when he forgot an about the pledge 
the President had made to ·the farmers in the 1932 campaign, 
and boldly appropriated the Republican doctrine. We Democrats 
had made all manner of sport of Arthur M. Hyde, of Missouri, 
when, as Secretary of Agriculture under Hoover, he proposed that 
every third row of cotton be plowed under, but following the 
leadership of Mr. Wallace not only did we compel the bewildered 
mules of the Southland to plow under cotton, but we "massacred" 
trainloads of little pigs besides. 

That top-heavy surpluses should be guarded against, everybody 
will agree, but, as I have said, have not the crop failures of the 
last 3 years demonstrated that an attempt to adjust production 
to the domestic demand is not only impractical but an exceedingly 
dangerous policy? Granting that unwieldly surpluses are unde
sirable, .was not the importation of $1,538,000,000 worth of farm 
commodities during the last 12 months vastly more so? And this 
in the greatest food-producing Nation in the world. Because a 
given acreage will produce a surplus one year and a famine the 
next, this shows that while surpluses should be kept within 
bounds, on the other hand, we should always endeavor to produce 
enough food, fiber, and other farm staples so we will not be com
pelled to resort to imports, and then so segregate these surpluses 
that they will not demoralize fair home-market prices. 

• • • • • • • 
AS TO OUR HOME MARKETS 

Should the American market belong to the American farmer? 
In view of the fact that for many years we have fenced in the 

home markets for our manufacturers by means of the protective 
tariff, and have constantly tightened up our immigration laws for 
the benefit of our workers, the mere asking of this question is 
absurd, and yet when during the last 12 months we have imported 
$1,538,000,000 worth of foreign farm commodities, $866,000,000 of 
which were directly competit ive to our farmers, this question not 
only becomes extremely pertinent, but presents a grave situation 
which deserves the immediate attention of Congress. That be
cause of recent crop failures the importation of a certain amount 
of corn, oats, meat products, etc., was permissible may be true, 
but instead of enforcing "crop control" at such a time, should not 
farmers be encouraged to fill up their cribs, bins, and feed lots to 
the end that in times to come our consumers may have the assur
ance of plenty at fair prices, and in pursuing this goal, will not our 
farmers have the right to demand that the home markets shall 
belong to them, and to them alone? . 

That Secretary Wallace should be lying awake at night for fear 
that we will produce too much at a. time when we are importing 
shiploads of food, is not this a situation that Eddie Cantor or 
Amos 'n' Andy should be asked to figure out? However, when one 
contemplates certaln recent expressions of the Secretary, his 
attitude in these premises becomes more clear. In addressing the 
American Farm Bureau Federation at Pasadena.. Calif., in December 
of last year he was quoted as saying: "In the cause of peace the 
farmers of the United States must say 'Yes' as often as possible to 
agricultural imports from Pan America., while at the same time 
reserving the right to say 'No' when any vital branch of agricul
ture is likely to be menaced by too great imports," and is not 
this new doctrine most astounding? What branch of agriculture 
has not been utterly prostrate since the World War, and when 
has "peace" between the United States and Pan America or any 
other country become either so strained or important that the 
American farmer should be otrered up as a sacrifice upon its altar? 

OUR STAGGERING FARM Il!.IPOllTS 

That peace with Pan America and the rest of the world is over
whelmingly desirable no one will deny, but is tt desirable enough 
to permit the peon farmers of South America or the peasant 
farmers of Europe to appropriate or even seriously invade the 
American farm market? In his book, Why Quit Our Own, George 
N. Peek charges that our farmers are getting the hot end of the 
poker through the trade agreements that have been perfected dur
Ing the last year or so between the United States and Canada 
and other countries, and 1t is high time that Congress found out 
exactly what 1s happening in this respect. A reciprocal treaty 
should always be a good horse trade for the United States, or we 
shouldn't enter into it, and o!ten this can result for both nations 
that are parties to the deal-certainly no treaty of this kind 
should be permitted to do serious injury to agriculture, labor, or 
industry upon which the welfare of America's millions depends. 
I have no patience With the so-called favored-nation clause by 
which other nations automatically take advantage of the conces
sions we make to nations with which we perfect trade agreements, 
and this without these nations making the slightest concession to 
us; in my opinion we should deal separately with each nation, and 
enter into trade agreements only when we can expand our exports 
on those things of which we produce a surplus, and when the 
commodities we receive in return will not do injury to the produc
tion of similar commodities within the United States. In these 
premises I am not in favor of sacrificing our farmers for the benefit 
of our manufacturers, or vice versa. Speaking of farm imports, if 
I have correctly analyzed the figures of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, from July 1, 1933, to June 30, 1937, we have imported 
1,187,000 head of cattle, 298,121,000 pounds of beef and veal, 125,-
325,000 pounds of pork products, 200,000 pounds of lamb and mut
ton, 131,168,000 bushels of wheat, 129,929,000 bushels of corn, and 
16,011,000 bushels of oats, and also from 1934 to December 1, 1937, 
we imported 33,802,000 pounds of butter, and this, as I have said, 
In the greatest food-producing Nation fn the yt>orldJ 
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Ever since the World War we have bewailed the loss of our erst
while farm export markets, but if now in addition our farmers 
a.re to lose their great home markets, which are a htmdredfold 
more important , then God help them. As I write, hog prices are 
tumbling, and one reason is that we are importing around 1,000,-
000 pounds of pork products per week. In my opinion, the 
favored-nation clause should be abrogated and the Senate given 
the power to ratify all trade agreements. On the one hand we are 
limiting production of farm commodities here in the United States, 
while on the other the peasant and peon farmers of South America 
and Europe are making a delightful playhouse of our home mar
kets, and to me this situation is too stupid for words. A recent 
editorial in the Saturday Evening Post states that in 1936 we 
imported 1,000,000 pairs of shoes from Czechoslovakia, and predicts 
that during 1937 this Nation will import 3 ,000,000 pairs, and thiE 
at a time when we have millions of idle workers and when Con
gress is asked to pass the Black-Conilery b111 to increase employ
ment. While the good neighbor-policy is fine in theory, can we 
afford to rush pell-mell in the direction of free trade when our 
production costs are perhaps higher than those of any other 
nation, and when the rest of the world has turned nationalistic? 
In my opinion, when we approach a trade agreement with another 
nation we should say frankly, "We will scratch your back if you 
scratch ours"; and 1f this be a degrading ideal, let those who will 
make the most of it, for charity begins at home. Furthermore, 
if our Democratic leaders don't want to encounter a rural cyclone 
in coming elections they will lose no time in finding out how the 
trade agreements and the favored-nation clause are coming out in 
the wash, and Senator CAPPER's article in the November 15 issue of 
the Saturday Evening Post shows how the wind is blowing in this 
respect. 

• • • • • 
GREATER CONSUMING POWER 

In the book, America's Capacity to Produce, published some 
months ago by the Brookings Institution, it is pointed out that 
in 1929 we had 16,000,000 nonfarm families (or 59 percent of all 
the families in the Nation) who received an annual income of less 
than $3,000. The above families consisted predominately of wage 
earners and are divided into four groups whose yearly incomes 
average $800, $1,300, $1,800, and $2,700, respectively; those in the 
$2,700 group spent from $715 to $932 for food, while those in the 
$800 group spent only from $346 to $382; the $2,700 group spent 
fn)m $270 to $550 for clothing and shoes, while the $800 group 
Epent only from $53 to •125; the $2,700 group spent from $508 to 
$871 for shelter and home maintenance, while the $800 group 
spent only from $192 to $412; the $2,700 group spent from $454 
to $1,030 for "other living," while the $800 group spent $83 to 
$101; or, to put it in another way, the $2,700 group spent more 
than twice as much for food, more than twice as much for shelter 
and home maintenance, three times as much for clothing and 
shoes, and seven times as much for "other living" as the $800 
group. 
· The wealthy and well-to-do families with an annual income of 
over $10,000, and unattached individuals with incomes of over 
$5,000, constituted only 2.4 percent of the families and unattached 
individuals in the Nation, but accounted for 6 percent of the total 
spent for food, 19 percent of the total spent for shelter and home 
maintenance, 16 percent of the total spent for clothing and shoes, 
and 33 percent of the total spent for "other living." 

After citing the above and much other interesting data the 
Brookings Institution statisticians go on to say that 1f the annual 
income of the 19.4 million families which is now below $2,500 were 
raised to this level, the annual expenditure for food would be in
creased from ten to fourteen blllion dollars, or 40 percent; for shelter 
and home maintenance, from seven to eleven billion dollars, or 65 
percent; for other consumers' goods and services, from less than five 
to nearly ten billion dollars, or 115 percent, and adding these various 
amounts would enable the above famllies to spend more than 
$16,000,000,000 more annually for food and other comforts and 
necessities than they are spending at the present time and therefore 
is not greater consuming power our greatest national problem? 

According to the Bureau of Home Economics of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, our various groups are now 
existing on a restricted or emergency diet, an adequate diet at a 
minimum cost, an adequate diet at a moderate cost, and a lib
eral diet, and living in the greatest food producing and manuf~
turing nation in the world. Should it not be our goal to proVIde 
all our groups as nearly as possible with a liberal diet? Well, if 
we should ever suceed 1n doing this, then according to the Gov
ernment's own statisticians we would increase the annual con
sumption of goods and services from 70 to 80 percent, and, instead 
of making war on food production when millions of our people 
are compelled to exist on an emergency diet, or a minimum diet, 
should we not approach this situation from the foregoing angle? 
The great problem in the United States today is not to produce 
less of the things that contribute to human happiness, but to 
so increase the purchasing power of the millions on the farm, and 
the millions who toil 1n our shops, mills, and factories, that they 
wUl be able to buy more of these things, and if we should ever 
reach this goal in even a measurable degree, it will not be a ques
tion of struggling with surpluses (except possibly on cotton), but 
of greatly expanding farm and industrial production. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator 
froDl ~orth ~ta yieLd to Dle? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator froDl North 
Dakota yield to the Senator froDl Miuhigan? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Recently I issued a brief statement 

to the Michigan press regarding the pending farm bill. I 
ask permission to have the stateDlent printed in the RECORD 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT REGARDING FARM Bll.L BY SENATOR VANDENBERG 

I am opposed to the pending farm bill because it is an impos
sibly complicated measure which delivers five major crops to the 
dictatorial control of the Secretary of Agriculture and leaves these 
farmers largely at the mercy of his exploded scarcity schemes. It 
is the most amazing and reckless mixture of patent medicines 
that has come to the Senate floor in my time. It is a veritable 
jig-saw puzzle. I defy any citizen to read it and know what 1t 
aC'tually means or what it specifically contemplates. I defy any 
dirt farmer to read it and know his rights or his obligations. 
After 10 days of painful explanation by its sponsors the Senate 
itself is more muddled and mystified than when the debate began. 
The authors of the bill even decline to make a guess as to what 
these blind but ambitious schemes will cost; and the bill itself 1s 
content to appropriate "whatever sums are necessary.'' Irresponsi
bility could not rise to greater heights of error. Even the Pre~i
dent has found it necessary to utter a warning on this score; and 
even Secretary Wallace himself had to repudiate certain sections 
of the bill at the end of a week's Senate debate. To cap the 
climax, the poor farmer can be put in jail if he does not ultimately 
comply or if he fails to keep all the complicated records which the 
Secretary of Agriculture may require in the administration of a 
law which not 1 Senator in 20 could attempt consecutively to 
explain. . 

One or two things, however, seem somewhat plain. The bill 
adroitly pretends to provide for crop restrictions on a purely vol
untary basis. But in net effect it actually provides for compulsory 
crop restrictions which, under certain circumstances, a minority of 
farmers can impose upon the majority and make them like it. 
Thereupon the farmer has little or nothing left to say about when, 
where, or what he shall plant on his own farm. He sells his birth
right for an inadequate Government check. In net effect it is a 
price-pegging bill; and price fixing by Government mandate never 
worked and never will. So far as Michigan agriculture is con
cerned there is little promise of farm aid even 1f these mixed and 
mystifying schemes should succeed. Michigan agriculture is di
versified. This bill deals only with wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and 
tobacco. What it too easily could do to Michigan agriculture 
would be to provide new and fatal competition for our Michigan 
farm commodities upon subsidized acres withdrawn from the pro
duction of these five so-called basic crops. 

Unquestionably there ls need for effective farm legislation. I 
should be glad to support reasonable benefit payments which 
realistically combat soli erosion. I will support crop insurance. 
I believe in assisting the farmer, financially and otherwise, to 
handle the exportable surpluses which depress his domestic price. 
I believe in giving him complete control of his domestic market; 
and particularly I believe 1n the encouragement of new industrial 
uses !or farm commodities. I believe the farmer is entitled to cost 
of production and a fair profit; and that stabilized agriculture 
Will spell a generally stabllized prosperity. But I do not believe 1n 
any such vague, speculative, and potentially despotic schemes as 
have been hastily and wishfully flung together in this pending 
omnibus bill; and my mail leads me to believe that few Michigan 
farmers believe 1n it either. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the farm question has been 
discussed and debated for years on the floor of the Senate 
and in the body at the other end of the Capitol. The farm
ers have many times been promised legislation and have 
gotten some legislation. , 

About the hardest condition the farmers have been in during 
recent years at least was at the end 'of the Hoover adminis
tration. At the beginning of the present administration 
what was known as the Agricultural AdjustDlent Act was 
brought forward. The bill, as I recall, was written by some
one in the Department of Agriculture. It was introduced in 
both the House and the Senate. The bill passed the House 
first and came to the Senate, where it was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. At that time it was 
stated that the bill was an experiment; that it was brought 
forward in an effort to better the condition of the farmer; 
and, while it was an experiment, that later on it was hoped 
to have a permanent bill to take care of the agricultural 
situation. 

The agricultural adjustment bill was passed and put into 
operation. Although it was in the nature of an experiment, 
it was of a great deal of help to our farmers. In some locali
ties they seemed not to get DlUch assistance froDl it, but 1n 
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most places I think they got a great deal of assistance, and 
the work under it has been carried on. 

Then the Soil Conservation Act was passed. That also was 
of benefit to the farmer, and that work is to be caiTied on. 

Last winter, at the beginning of the last session, the De
partment of Agriculture, as I understand, called in the heads 
of some of the agricultural organizations in an effort to draft 
a permanent farm bill. A number of delegates met here for 
several days. Finally they went home without agreeing, as I 
understand. Later on, along in the winter, the representa
tives of the Farm Bureau came back to Washington, and, 
as I understand, they, together with the attorneys of the 
Agricultural Committee, drafted what is known as the ever
normal-granary bill. The Farm Bureau group came before 
the Agricultural Committee of the Senate prior to the time 
any specific bill was· introduced. The Secretary of Agricul
ture and some others from the Agricultural Department came 
before the committee and endorsed in general the principles 
set forth by the Farm Bureau group. Later on the pending 
bill, known as the ever-normal-granary bill, was introduced, 
and was commonly referred to as the Farm Bureau bill and 
the Department of Agriculture or administration bill. 

Later on it was decided by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry of the Senate to hold hearings. Subcommittees 
of the main committee were appointed and went out to · hold 
hearings. I happened to be a member of the subcommittee 
which held hearings in the wheat and corn States. We 
started at Spokane, Wash. Unfortunately not all of the re
ports of those hearings have yet been printed. Only this 
morning I received a copy of the report of the hearing held 
at Spokane. That was the first one held by the so-called 
wheat and corn group. It was held at Spokane beginning on 
the 30th of September. I should have liked to have time to 
go over some of the hearings and make a brief summary of 
some of the statements made by witnesses there, but I have 
not had time as I received the hearing only this morning. 
The reports of the other hearings have not been printed, 
but the clerk of the committee tells me they will be ready 
within the next few days; and I am sure the Members of the 
Senate will find much of interest in the hearings. 

It has been charged on the floor of the Senate that a good 
deal of politics, or whatever it may be called, was used in 
getting witnesses to the hearings. Out at Spokane and 
Boise, where the first two hearings were held, I could not 
help noticing· that a great many soil-conservation men were 
there; the county agents of the various counties of those 
States and surrounding States were present; and, of course, 
the Farm Bureau men alSo were there. The bulk of the testi
mony seemed to be from those persons, who, of course, were 
in favor of the so-called ever-normal-granary bill. 
. Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a. 

question? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I am glad to yield 
Mr. AUSTIN. I have been curious to know whether those 

who are interested in administering the soil-conservation law 
were then· aware of the possibility that their operations 
under that law might not only be seriously interfered with, 
but that in certain sections they might be entirely cut off 
by the operation of the bill we are now considering. 

Does the Senator know whether the penalty that is con
tained in this bill, consisting of the cutting-off of payments 
under the Soil Conservation Act, was then contemplated and 
was debated in those meetings? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I do not recall that it was debated in the 
meetings. I believe that is a committee amendment; iS it 
not? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes. My understanding is that it is an 
amendment which was offered by the Senator from LoUisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER], and extends the scope of the commodi
ties to include all commodities necessary for consumption by 
man and beast on the farm; and it contains a penalty of 
loss of benefits under the Soil Conservation Act in case of 
failure to comply with that particular amendment to the 
bilL It seems to me that is exceedingly serious, and that it 

might interrupt the wonderfully good work that is now going 
on under the Soil Conservation Act. What I desire to know 
is whether that was contemplated in the meetings the Sen
ator is now describing. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I do not think it was con
templated at all at that time. At least, I did not hear of it 
until tater. 

Naturally, the soil-conservation men expected to continue 
their work. If this program is adopted it is, of course, going 
to take a good deal of field work to carry out the program. 
I have no criticism at all of the soil-conservation men com
ing in and supporting the so-called administrative bill. Nat
urally they are interested, and, naturally, too, of course, they 
want to hold their jobs. In a large number of the meetings, 
however, a very noticeable number of the witnesses-a ma
jority, and I think in many instances as high as 75 percent, 
or perhaps more--were representatives of the Soil Conserva
tion, extension departments, county agents, and members of 
the Farm Bureau group. 

As I say, I have no criticism of that. These people were 
urged to come in, I suppose, and I have understood that 
copies of the bill were sent out in large numbers; and upon 
questioning the witnesses as to whether or not they knew 
anything about any other agricultural bill that was pending 
before the Agricultural Committees of the Congress, in many 
instances the witnesses said they did not know of any other · 
measures. They knew nothing about them. '!bey had heard 
something about a cost-of-production bill, or something of 
the kind, but they knew nothing about any others. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield to the Senator from New York. 
Mr. COPELAND. The Senator will reeall that a few days 

ago I showed him a letter from a correspondent of mine in 
Nashville, Tenn. I quote from the letter: 

I suppose you know the public statement made by Senator LYNN 
FRAziER, who was a member of the committee that held hearings 
all over the country. Senator F'RA.ziER publicly stated that not less 
than 76 percent of those who attended the hearings was made up 
of county agents and others holding jobs with the Government 
and the expressions of those attending the hearings could not be 
classed as coming from the real dirt farmers. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I included in that statement the members 
of the Farm Bureau who were instrumental in writing the 
bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. This morning I received a letter from a 
farmer in Carbondale, Kans., enclosing a clipping from the 
Kansas City Star Weekly, an article written by Malian Rus
sell, a master farmer of Garden City, Kans. I will quote very 
briefly from the article: 

Senator McGILL announced at the beginning of each hearing that 
anyone that wished to be heard place his name with the clerk. It 
seemed that they were trying to be fair about the hearing, but all 
is_ not gold that glitters. The meeting had not proceeded very far 
until it was very evident to the close observer that it was a packed 
meeting. 

He goes on further to say that:-
The county agent and the county committee for soil conservation 

fixed up their resolutions favoring the Pope-McGill bill, and some 
of their own committee represented the county at the meeting. 
Most of them were on the pay roll of some of the agricultural acts 
and naturally wanted to be continued on the pay roll. They were 
not representative of the wishes of the mass of the farmers. 

Then he says, very quaintly: 
The law does not promise anything definite that the farmer will 

receive from the law except the fine and jail sentence. 

Mr. President, both these writers, and I think the Senator 
himself in his remarks, have pointed' out that these meetings 
were not representative of the farmers, of those actually 
engaged in farming, but were attended by the political 
farmers who farm the farmers. I have been more and 
more impressed, and I ask the Senator what his impression 
is, that the support of this bill has been largeiy engineered 
It is not a spontaneous uprising of the farmers. Of course, 
the farmers in my State are in bitter opposition to it, with
out exception so far as my correspondence indicates. But if 
it be true, as the Senator points out, that these meetings 
were attended largely by representatives of the Government 
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and not of the farmers, it is no wonder that the hearings 
have not been printed and brought to us. We ought to have 
had them. I ask the Senator, are we not proceeding with a 
measure concerning which we in the Senate have not been 
informed; and are we not really proceeding with a measure 
which is a politically or selfi.shly written measure, and not 
one which will benefit the farmer? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I have had a number of 
letters along the same line as that from which the Senator 
quotes, objecting to the number of "pay rollers," as they are 
called, who came to the hearings, and especially Farm 
Bureau groups, coming in large numbers. 

As I said before, that was perfecty natural, inasmuch as 
they were particularly interested. But I must say that per
sonally I do not like the attitude of the Agricultural Depart
ment and of the SQCretary of Agriculture. The Secretary 

, is naturally very much interested in the bill, but writing 
letters like that read into the RECORD the other day, it seems 
to · me, is going a little too far, and the interest the Secre
tary has taken in the hearings and the interest the Depart
ment has taken rather thwarted the idea of the chairman 
of the committee. I remember very well, when the question 
was first spoken of in the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry of the Senate, the chairman of the committee said: 

We want to hear the dirt farmers, those who are actually out 
on the farm doing the work. We have heard the leaders of the 
farm organizations, and that is all well and good. They come to 
Washington, but very few of the farmers, the actual farmers, can 
come here, and we want to hear them. 

It was my thought, too, that we should hear that group 
of people. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, before the Senator leaves 
that point, will he yield for a question? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. On account of the letter referred to by 

the Senator from New York, and because of the fact that he 
referred to the measure as somewhat of a political move, I 
wish to say to the Senator from New York and to the Sena
tor from North Dakota that every farm organization in 
Kansas was invited to have its representatives before the 
committee at the hearings, both at Topeka and at Dodge 
City, and every Member of Congress from that State, re
gardless of political affiliation, was invited to have appear 
before the committee persons he regarded to be well quali
fied to give the committee valuable information. 

I wish to ask the Senator from North Dakota whether it is 
not true that at the hearing at Topeka representatives not 
only of the Farm Bureau but of the Farmers' Union and of 
the Grange of Kansas appeared? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I believe they did. 
Mr. McGILL. Is it not likewise true that, so far as the 

heads of the organizations are concerned, the master of the 
State grange was the only one who asked to appear at both 
hearings in Kansas, and was he not given the opportunity to 
be heard at both the hearings in Kansas? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; he was heard at both hearings. 
Mr. McGILL. So that, so far as this letter is concerned, 

and so far as any maneuvering with reference to witnesses 
in Kansas is concerned, I wish to refute any such imputa
tion. There is no justification for the accusation. So far 
as reading newspaper articles is concerned, I could do the 
same thing. I have some in my possession in which I do not 
concur. Of course, the Senator from New York is entitled 
to concur in any letter some newspaper may see fit to publish. 

I wish to ask the Senator from North Dakota whether it 
is not true that at the hearing at Spokane, which was de
scribed, members and presidents of State farmers' unions in 
Oregon and Washington and masters of the State granges 
of those two States did not also appear and give their 
testimony? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; there were representatives of the 
various farm organizations at all these hearings. 

Mr. McGll..L. Was it not apparent to the Senator that 
the major farm organizations of those two States were the 
Farmers' Union and the Grange, rather than the Farm 
Bureau? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; I think those are the principal farm 
organizations. 

Mr. McGILL. Does the Senator take the position that 
they were not given a free and full opportunity to be heard? 

Mr. FRAZIER. No; I have never made that charge at 
all. I have no criticism of the Senator from Kansas, who 
was chairman of the subcommittee. He announced, I think, 
at every place, practically, that all farmers were to be heard, 
whether they agreed with the bill or did not agree with it. 

Mr. McGILL. And that the hearings were not confined 
ttJ the scope or limitations of any bill? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; that is true. 
Mr. McGll..L. I rather gathered from the Senator's re

marks that he felt that farmers were not given a fair oppor
tunity to be heard in these hearings. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I did not mean to leave that impression. 
What I said was that I think that at the Spokane and Boise 
meetings fully 75 percent of the witnesses represented or 
were influenced by the farm bureau, the county agents, and 
soil-conservation men. I think the Senator from Kansas 
will agree with me. 

Mr. McGILL. No; the Senator from Kansas will not 
agree with that statement, because I think the majority of 
the witnesses who appeared at Spokane from Oregon and 
Washington State and northern Idaho were members either 
of the Grange or of the Farmers' Union or did not beiong 
to any farm organization. I did not find at that hearing 
that there was much of a farm bureau in either of those two 
States. With reference to Boise, did not the master of the 
State Grange appear at the hearing? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. McGILL. And did not other members of the Grange 

appear? 
Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. McGILL. And at Great Falls, Mont., were not most 

of the farm organization groups represented members of · 
the Farmers' Union? 

Mr. FRAZIER. At Great Falls, Mont., and St. Paul, Minn., 
there were more of the Farmers' Union men present than 
there were at any of the other meetings. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield before 
he leaves the Boise situation? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. The Senator understands, I take it, that in 

Idaho there is no Farm Bureau Federation organization at 
all. We have only the Grange and the Farmers' Union. I 
have said before, and I wish to say again, that the heads of 
the farm organizations in Idaho were invited to be present, 
and were present and testified, and they did not include any 
Farm Bureau Federation men, because there are none in 
Idaho. It is true that from Utah and from Nevada there 
came certain representatives of the Farm Bureau Federa
tion, but not from Idaho at all, and about two-thirds of the 
witnesses who testified at Boise came from eastern Oregon 
and from Idaho. When the Senator says that 75 percent 
of those attending represented the Farm Bureau, or the 
Farm Bureau and the county agents, I think he is entirely 
mistaken. There was a substantial number of representa
tives of the various county committees present, but as I 
know those men personally, I think the Senator is entirely 
mistaken when he says that 75 percent of them represented 
that group. I think there were very much less than 75 
percent of that group, because I happened to know nearly 
all the men personally who met there and testified, and 
there were farmers from all around there whom I have 
known for a long time, who were members only of the 
farmers' organizations which exist in Idaho. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me to ask a question? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Regardless of the organizations of 

which those attending were members, or whether they were 
members of any organization, was anyone denied an oppor
tunity to be heard at these meetings who came there to be 
heard? 
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Mr. POPE. Of course~ no member of the committee can 

say that anyone was denied an opportunity. Not only were 
they not denied, but they were invited to come. I myself 
went on the radio and invited all farmers, whether members 
of State organizations or not, to be present and testify. I 
invited them all to testify, and they appeared and testified 
without reference to what organization they were members 
of or whether they were members of any farm organization 
or not. And we did not deny the right of the county com
mittees to testify. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The committee could not go further 
than invite them to be present and testify. The committee 
could not send a United States marshal out and ask them 
to come in and be heard. If they did not show up and did 
not ask to testify, I do not suppose the committee is charge
able with any negligence on that account. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I do not desire to interrupt 
the address of the Senator from North Dakota, but I wish 
to ask another question or two, if I may. 

I desire to ask the Senator whether it is not true that at 
each and every one of the meetings, from the beginning to 
the close, I did invite those who had not had the oppor
tunity to be heard orally, to send to the committee any 
statement in writing they might see fit to make, or to file 
any statement or argument with the subcommittee they 
might see fit to present, and if I did not likewise extend that 
invitation to each of those who had been heard orally but 
had not been extensively heard. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Oh, yes; they were invited to send in 
written statements, and many of them have sent in written 
statements which have been put into the RECORD. 

Mr. McGILL. Did not the Senator preside at the meeting 
at Grand Forks, N.Dak..? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. McGILL. The Senator was invited to arrange for the 

places in the State of North Dakota and in the State of 
Minnesota at which hearings were to be held. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. FRAZIER. That is correct. 
Mr. McGILL. I wish to ask the Senator whether he did 

. not make this statement when he called the meeting to 
order in North Dakota: 

We have had some very fine hearings so far, and I a.m sure, judg
ing from the representative group that is here today and more that 
will come, I am sure that we will have a fine hearing. A lot of 
interest has been shown so far, and I am sure it wlll be the same 

·throughout the hearing. 

Did not the Senator make that statement after we had had 
the hearings at Spokane, Boise City, and Great Falls? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I did. We had a very good meeting at 
Grand Forks, too; I think one of the best we had on the trip. 

Mr. McGILL. I think we had very good hearings at 
every one of the meetings in that section. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I agree to that. 
Mrs. GRAVES. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Alabama? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mrs. ORA VES. I may say in regard to the question as to 

whether or not the hearings were inspired, that I came into 
this matter with a perfectly open mind. because I was not 
familiar With the proposed legislation. I attended the bear
ing that was held in my city, Montgomery, Ala., though, of 
course, I was not a member of the committee. 

Just to show the personnel of those who came to the meet
ing and testified I may say that, of course, the commissioner 
of agriculture of our State was very prominent in the meet
ing. He is, as Senators know, elected not only by the farmers 
largely but, in fact, by the whole people of the State. He 
was there and testified. There were small farmers and 
large farmers present who gave their testimony. 

In addition to that, I recall that the president of the larg
est cotton mill in the State was on hand. Representing the 
other end of the line, there was present a union labor or
ganizer of farm workers. These representatives all came to 
the meeting, and all gave their points of view. At the con-

elusion of the meeting, and from the reports that I was able 
to glean afterwards, I came to the very definite conclusion 
that the farmers of my State badly wanted some form of 
control. We had tried noncontrol, and it had failed the 
farmers. So an expression of the opinion of the farmers 
of my State was very definitely in favor of some sort of con
trol bill; and it was not a controlled expression, but a very 
free expression of the farmers themselves. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I am glad to have the statement of the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. President, I attended only two of the meetings in the 
South; one at Oklahoma City and one at Memphis, Tenn., 
and I think that at both those meetings the State depart
ments of agriculture had had charge of getting the witnesses 
and arranging for them to come before the committee, and 
I understood that that was the policy of tlre chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator bear 
with me for another question? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to proceed with my address. 
Mr. COPELAND. I do not blame the Senator, but I be

lieve that it is very important to find out what sort of a bill 
was presented to the farmers; whether the real farmers were 
there, and whether they understood what the bill was about. 
I refer Senators to an article appearing in a Kansas City 
newspaper which was written by a master farmer, in which 
he said: 

Some objected to the compulsory part of the bill. They were 
immediately informed by Senator PoPE or Senator McGILL that 
there was nothing compulsory about their bill. That seemed to 
satisfy them. 

Was this bill, which has in it the compulsory features an~ 
the penal features, explained and presented to these farmers 
so that they knew it actually contained a provision for com
pulsion, and that provision was made for fine and imprison
ment in case of violation of the terms of the bill? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the Senator from New 
York does not understand the bill now the way the junior 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] and the junior Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] explain it. They still claim there 
are no compulsory features in it, and it was generally 
brought out in the hearings that there were no compulsory 
features, unless, of course, a referendum was taken and two
thirds of the farmers voted for a compulsory feature. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. Inasmuch as the Senator stated our views 

I should like to interrupt the Senator, if I may. My view 
is and I think it is the view of the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. PoPE] as was stated by us on all occasions when we 
were asked anything about it, that insofar as the control 
of production is concerned, the bill as it was then written and 
as it now applies to wheat and corn provides a voluntary pro
gram, and that the only compulsory phase of the bill so far 
as those commodities are concerned is with reference to the 
marketing quota feature. 

Mr. FRAZIER. That was about the way I stated it. 
Mr. McGILL. No, Mr. President; the Senator did not state 

it that way, and I am glad he gave me the opportunity to 
present my view of it. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I am glad the Senator did, because he 
stated it at the several meetings. Of course, there were 
some witnesses who di1Iered with the other two Senators on 
the subcommittee with regard to the compulsory features, 
and some insisted that there were compulsory features even 
in the crop control. 

In the hearings at Spokane and Boise-! had not intended 
to mention this, but since the matter has 'been brought out 
more definitely I shall do so-it was stated by several wit
nesses that county or community gatherings had been called. 
The county agent or the soil-conservation men had called in 
a group of farmers, perhaps 20 or 25 .of them, as many as 
would come in, and the bill was read and explained, and was 
very satisfactory, and they adopted resolutions, which were 
read at the subcommittee hearings, and which will be found 
in the hearings. In some instances they went so far as to 

• 
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say. in their resolutions that they not only_ favored this bffi, .of the omcials to the. bill and _suggested that they discuss it 
but such features as crop insurance; that they also favored at their meeting. and send a delegation to the hearing. They 
a special session of Congress to pass farm legislation: and did. 
in one or two .instances they even went so far as to go on When the president of. the .Farmers' Union got through 
record as favoring the President's Supreme Court control speaking there at Grand Forks, the chairman of the sub
·plan, _ The farmers themselves might have made that sug- committee, the junior Senator fr.om Kansas [Mr. McGILL], 
·gestion-I do not know-but it rather looked to. me as if made the statement that he had been the best witness we 
some county agent or some soil-conservation man was the had heard on the trip, or something to that effect. I think 
one who was back of it. he did make a very good statement. I have his statement 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? . here and perhaps will quote from it a little later. 
_ Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. I sent a letter to every county agent in North Dakota, and 
... Mr. NORRIS . . I hardly think it is fair to the Senator from to the commissioner of agriculture of the. State. He hap
-North .Dakota to interrupt him with the long statements pened-to be away and could not attend, but I sent a letter 
which has been made during his discussion of the bill, but I to · him, nevertheless, and invited him . 
. am going to venture. to disobey the ,rules, .as other Senators · In Minnesota I talked with the secretary of . the Governor 
·have done. I shoUld like to ask the Senator from North Da- and suggested that he make arrangements for a place for 
.kota, or. any other Senators, if .they can . suggest any other the hearing, -and he did. Also that he. call in or get in touch 
thing _ that this subcotn.nlittee. should have done that it did -with the leaders of the farm organizations.· That was done. 
not do by way of getting farmers to the hearings. It is 1 We found out. aftel! we -arrived -there that the Governor had 

. demonstrated here, and no one denies .it, that the repre- · called . in-representatives of the farm orgatU.zations -and -the 
sentatives .of all farm organizations were specifically invited farmers themselves from various parts of the State, and they 

· .by letter: that by radio all farmers were . invited to come. · ·had held a conference -and adopted a set of resolutions, 
·Now the criticism is made, and has been made during _all which were read at the hearing. In my opinion •. they 
.this debate, that there was not a fair hearing; that the mat-. adopted a very fair and very straightforward set of reso-
ter was engineered by somebody. lutions. · 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President-- Before we reached Sioux--City we had heard that there 
Mr . . NORRIS. - I am not charging_ the Senator with mak.- -was some dispute or opposition to the so-called ever-normal

ing that statement. - . · · · granary bill, and there was a very large crowd, I · think, by 
. Mr. FRAZIER. I do not want the Sen~tor to do so. :. .....: - . ·all odds, the largest crowd we· had at any place. And again, 

Mr. NORRIS. · But it has-been-made.-· Intimation has been · ·in my opinion, a large majority of those there, from 75 to 80 
-made of it today. ·Some dissatisfiedcperson .writes a ·letter ' perc.ent, I think, were-representatives :of the Farm B'Ureau, 
-and it throws out the idea and impression that .the subcom- 1 ·the ron.:.con8ervatioi:l' progl-am; ··and the ·extension 'service. 
:mittee had not . done its .duty, had not . invited .everyone. There was a good sprinkling of others, of' course.-~- There 
·For God's sake, do Senators want the -subcommittee, to go ' was a mass meeting the second day. of. the hearing, and a. 
·out. in the country .and go to the farmers' houses. and invite :large number came in. The-hearing was held in' the audi
them personally, or ·get their statements there? · Is there. . toriiun, and someone told me it seated ' 1,500. At any rate, 
anything that the subcommittee could have done to give a · it was ' crowded; I do· not think there . was an empty seat 
'fair hearing that it -did not dO-? · I should, like to have the there on the afternoon of the second day of the hearihgs. 
critics of the conduct of the subcommittee state what ought ·we had ·some good witnesseS; ·and · there were ·very sharp 
to have been done that they did not do. , differences of opinion. · · · 

It seems to me that the discussion in that respect is I have an article here from a· Marshalltown <Iowa) news-
unfair. It seems to me unfair that the subcommittee should paper which says that Marshall County wotild profit at· least 
·be criticized as it has been-and .that· fault should be found -$1,250;000 by ·this bill and the carrying of-loans on com. · It 
with it in the conduct of its hearings. I hav~ he~~d the ·goes on to say that is . the reason · the Marshall County 
statements which have been made on .the floor of the Sen- ·Farm· Bureau, the Marshall County Soil Conservation Com
ate and I cannot understand how-the members of the sub~ mittee, and various ·other farm groups, and the Marshall
co~mittee could have-done anything . ..other than they did do. .town Chamber of Commerce are so eager to have Marshall- ' 
They used their best -endeavors to get. everyone who · was ·town business interests and Marshall County farmers well 

·interested to attend the meetings. It is natural .that the represented at the · hearings ·in Sioux City the first half of 
farmers should hold meetings. ·It is a good thing that. they the next week. I merely ·mention that to show that they 

-should get together and hold meetings. - It is -a good thing ·took a great interest in getting a crowd there. 
-that the Farm Bureau went out. and invited all farmers and I was also handed copy of an editorial from Wallace's 
·all the farm organizations to the meetings, whether opposed Farmer, published. in the State of Iowa, regarding the Sioux 
-to the- bill or not. City meetings. The headline is-

Mr. President, I take it that simply because the Farm . 
Bureau is for the bill it should not be considered an _argu
ment against . the bill. The fact that some ~ther farm or-

. ganization is against it should properly be considered .. Cer
tainly-those interested had an opportunity -to be present at 
the hearings, and if tpey did not appear and were not heard 
they can blame no one but themselves. 

- Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I appreciate the statement 
·of the Senator from Nebraska. I am frank to say that 
, in North Dakota, before the hearing was called, the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the junior Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. McGILL], asked me to arrange for a place for the hear-

-ing and to invite people to come: to give the meeting some 
publicity. I gave notice of the meeting and arranged for 
publicity in the press. I wrote letters to the heads of the 
farm organizations. Practically the only regular farm or
ganizations we have in North Dakota are the Farmers' Union 
and the Holiday Association. I wrote letters to the heads of 
those organizations and urged them to attend. I knew that 
the Farmers' Union was having its State convention just a 
few days before the hearing was to be held by the subcom
mittee at Grand Forks, and I called the attention of some 

. Hearings planned to wreck bill. 

The editorial is from Wallace's Farmer of October 9, just 
a few days before we got there, and reads: 

[From Wallace's Farmer of October 9, 1937] 

HEARINGS PLANNED TO WRECK BILL . 

When Corn Belt farmers attend the hearings of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture at Sioux City, Octob~r 18, 19, and 20, 
they should remember that these hearings were planned, in part 
at least, by those who would knife the program. 

This Senate committee was given an outline of recommendations 
· for legislation last February. But it is still refusing to put these 
recommendations into a bill. 

. These hearings were intended to be another step in the cam
paign against effective farm action. Those behind the hearings 

·hope for two things: 
L A fight between farm groups at the hearings over different 

methods of farm legislation. This will give the committee a 
chance to pass the buck to farmers. "The farmers couldn't get 
together." 

2. Even though a farm split doesn't develop, the hearings give 
an excuse for more delay. The committee, having stalled since 
last February, 1s an expert at this now. 

The chairman of the subcommittee immediately in charge of the 
Sioux City hearings 1s Senator McGILL, of Kansas, a firm friend 
of the farm program and one of the authors of the Pope-McGill 
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bill embodying the farm plan. Farmers can expect him. to do an 
he can to give the hearings a constructive value. 

The real responslbillty, however, rests on the farm groups that 
attend. Let them forget minor d.l.trerences, center on the main 
principles of the ever-normal-granary program, and demand an 
end to committee delay. 

These committee hearings are designed to wreck the farm pro
. gram. Let farmers convert them into a weapon to force early ac

tion on the farm blll. 

Of course, the other author of the farm bill, the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] was also there with the subcommittee. 
No one ever accused him of being unfriendly to the bill, 
and, of course, he is not unfriendly to it. So if anyone was 
trying to wreck the program I suppose it must have been 
myself, because I was the only other member of the sub-

, committee there. I could not quite understand the reason 
for the attitude of Wallace's Farmer, because I had nothing 

' particularly to do about arranging the meeting at Sioux City. 
The subcommittee talked it over, and someone suggested 
Sioux City as a central point for farmers in Nebraska, South 

' Dakota, southwestern Minnesota, and Iowa, and we all 
: agreed that that was the place where the meeting should be 
: held. There was an excellent crowd there. There is no 
· doubt about that. 
· Mr. POPE. Mr. ·President, will the Senator yield at that 

I point? 
' Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
I Mr. POPE. NotWithstanding the suggestions which were 

. I made even in Wallace's Farmer of the possible packing of 
1 the hearing of the committee as well as certain charges, or, 
i at any rate, intimations I have heard here, does not the 
I_ 'senator think, that despite any suggestions of that kind by 
i ·anybody,· the hearing was perfectly fair, and everybody who 
1 could be heard was heard at that hearing, and that there 
1 was no packing on the part of anybody? Was it not a full, 
. open, free, and fair hearing? 

Mr. FRAZIER. There was no packing on the part of any 
member of the committee. Is that what the Senator means? 

Mr. POPE. Exactly. And does the Senator think that 
1 anybody succeeded in packing it? 

Mr. FRAZIER. But the Senator will agree with me, I 
1 think, that there was considerable opposition by quite a 
; sprinkling of representatives, who felt that witnesses, in some 
' instances, had been coached, and that in some respects it 
' was a packed proceeding. 

The Senator will probably recall the little poem that was 
read there. I have a copy of it here, and I should like to 
read it. I do not think it has gone in the RECORD, and it is 
rather amusing. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. I hope the Senator, when he reads the poem, 

will read the remaining portion of the witness' testimony
that he will read it all instead of merely reading the poem. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I have not a copy of the hearings. If 
the Senator has a copy of them, he can read the testimony. 

Mr. McGILL. I thought the Senator had the testimony of 
the witness since he has the poem. 

Mr. FRAZIER. One of the witnesses who appeared before 
the committee at Sioux City read a little poem. I do not 
know who was the author of the · poem, but at any rate it 
read as follows: 

[LaughterJ 

Hall a league, hall a league, 
Half a league onward 
Into Sioux City rode 
The crop-control six hundred; 
County agents to right of them, 
Pay rollers to left of them, 
Brain trusters back of them, 
Volleyed and thundered. 
Someone had blundered 1 
Theirs not to make reply; 
Theirs not to reason why; 
Theirs just to testify. 
So into the valley of death, 
Into the shadow of hell, 
Ready to sell their soul 
For compulsory crop control, 
Valiant six hundred; 
No; not because they felt that wa,;· 
But just to get four bucks a day. 

I thought it was rather an amusing little poem. It struck 
me as rather an original thought on the part of the one who 
had written it. I know there were quite a number at the hear- · 
ing who got a laugh out of it when it was read, and it was 
copied into several of the newspapers . . 

At Springfield, ID., where the senior Senator from Okla- · 
homa [Mr. THoMAs] was the chairman of the subcommittee, , 
the same question arose several times about "pay rollers" ' 
coming in there. There was no particular evidence except . 
that a large percentage of that crowd did, I think, represent 
the Farm Bureau group, because that is the strong organiza
tion in that section of the country; they were well repre
sented, and there were also some representatives of other 
organizations. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr . . FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. I think now it is demonstrated the sub

committee was not packed and was not unfair. It is also 
shown that the subcommittee sent invitations to all county 
agents, and that not all of them but many of them came . . 
Now, somebody is kicking because the county agents came. 
They were invited to come; and was it not a pait of their 
business, if they were interested in their work, to come, no 
matter how they felt about this bill? How can · anybody 
complain that a farm agent: having been invited by the com
mittee to come, accepted the invitation and came? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I know of no complaint abOut their com
ing. Of course, we were glad to have them come; but my 
opinion was in the Committee on Agriculture, when the reso- , 
lution was discussed as to holding hearings, that hearings 
were to. be held on farm legislation generally, but these wit- . 
nesses took it for granted. apparently, that the ever-normal
granary bill was the only bill that was to be discussed, and 
that was the only one that most of them knew anything about . 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Presid(mt, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I am interested. to know whether the 

poem the Senator read was written by a fariner? 
Mr. FRAZIER. It was read by a farmer; I do not know 

who the author was. 
Mr. BARKLEY. If a farmer could write that kind of 1 

poetry he could probably do better writing poetry than he 
could do on the farm. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I do not know about that; perhaps he 
could. 

Mr. Mc.GILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. In order that there may not be any mis

understanding, let me say that, so far as any arrangements 
made by me were concerned, I did not invite specially county 
agents. I understand, however, the Senator from North Da
kota said that in his State he did invite the county agents. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; and we have a good group of county 
agents in North Dakota. 

Mr. McGILL. All over the United States, in my judgment7 

we have a fine group of men as county agents representing 
the agricultural interests of the country; but I did not invite 
them especially. I did not want to be misunderstood in the 
matter. My invitations went generally; and I wish to state 
that, so far as the hearings in Kansas are concerned, with 
regard to the meetings at Dodge City, I had the Wichita 
broadcasting station announce them 2 or 3 days ahead of 
time. They announced it a number of times, inviting farm
ers all over western Kansas, Oklahoma, and Colorado to 
attend the meeting. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield with 
reference to that matter? 

The ·PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
North Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. It appears that some witnesses and apparently 

some Senators feel that the members of the county com
mittees should not have appeared and should not have given 
any testimony at the hearing. The fact is that the witnesses 
testifying about the Soil Conservation Act in many places 
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represer'l.ted 95 percent of an the farmers in that locality, and 
that 95 percent or 85 percent or 90 percent, whatever it might 

· be, elected the county committees who consequently repre
sented the very best farmers in the locality. They were mem
bers of the Grange, members of the Farmer's Union, members 
of the Farm Bureau, and occasionally they were not members 
of any organization. 

When the heads of the Grange and Farm Bureau and 
Farmer's Union invited representative fanners, they them
selves often invited members of the county committee because 
they were familiar with the work and really represented the 
farmers of the particular locality. 

Even if it were true that 75 percent of those present were 
members of the county committee-! think the Senator is 
entirely mistaken about · that because my own observation 
about it was that a very much smaller percentage of those 
who testified were members of the committee-but even if 
they were so numerous, they represented almost invariably 
the very best farmers in the·locality and had been elected by 
those farmers to the positions they held. Therefore, I am 
unable to see why any sort of criticism should be directed at 
those good farmers throughout the country, elected by a large 
percentage of farmers under the Soil Conservation Act. I do 
not think anyone should even intimate that they should not 
have been present and should not have given their testimony. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, it occurred to me it was 
piling it on a little too strong that the fanners who had 
been chosen and elected by their own groups and were on 
the pay roll at the Department of Agriculture should come 
in so strongly a.s they did in some instances for the bill. ~ 
l said, it is perfectly natural for them, but it looked a little 
. out of place to me because I thought it indicated that they 
wanted to continue their jobs, which of course was perfectly 
natural also. 

Be that a.s it may, I had been in hopes of being able to 
get a copy of the printed hearings so I could ch~ck up on 
the percentages of those representing the various groups 
which had been at the hearings, but I could not get a copy 
in time to do so. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. AUSTIN. Before the Senator leaves that part of the 

discussion and in connection with the colloquy which has 
just occurred, I invite attention to a report which came to 
us from Vermont on the 23d of November from the BW'eau 
having to do with the soil conservation program, which I 
think tends to prove that it reached many farmers and 
that if these fanners who are enjoying the benefits and co
operating under the soil conservation act really attended 
the meetings and participated in them, they represented a 

·fair cross section of the fanner thought. Perhaps if they 
had contemplated all the things that we contemplate in the 
bill their views would have greater weight with us than they 
have had. 

I invite attention to this press comment coming from the 
Associated Press at Washington to the Burlington Free Press 
and published by it in Burlington, Vt.: 

Farm Administration leaders reported today $898,689 had been 
paid to 18,923 farmers of the nine Northeastern States for complying 
with the soil-conservation program. New York led with $407,173 to 
7,583 farmers. The payments and number of farmers benefiting in 
other States include Maine, $96,819 to 1,773 farmers; New Hampshire, 
$25,476 to 1,061 farmers; Vermont, $64,352 to 1,382 farmers; Massa
chusetts, $43,189 to 1,099 farmers; Rhode Island, $8,335 to 194 
farmers; Connecticut, $55,288 to 1.235 farmers. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator for permitting me to get 
this information into the RECORD. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the Soil Conservation and 
the A. A. A. programs were complied with by a goodly number 
of farmers in every State, I believe, though not to the extent 
of 95 percent. I do not think that is what the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. POPE] intended to infer, although he used that 
figure. A good majority in most of those States complied, 
and I think they received a good deal of benefit. In some dis-

tricts they could not comply because of climatic conditions or 1 

the character of crops which they raised. A few farmers said 
they had been carrying out the same program for years that 
the soil-conservation people were taking on now, and there
fore they did not feel that they should go into it. 

I voted for the AgricultW'al Adjustment Act and for the Soil 
Conservation Act. I am glad always to vote for any agricul
tural legislation that will give the farmers anything that I 
think may be of benefit to them. The criticism I have is that 
these bills have not gone far enough. I was strongly in favor 
of the cost-of-production amendment put on the Agricul
tural Adjustment bill when it was in the Senate committee 
and which the Senate itself adopted, but which was afterward 
stricken out by the conferees. We were told it was stricken 
out at the request of the Secretary of Agriculture, and, of 
course, that is correct. I have been sorry ever since that the 
cost-of-production provision was stricken out of that bill. I 
think it would have been much fairer and a better method of 
payment to the farmers than the program which was adopted 
under the so-called parity system. 

I want to read from some of the agricultural planks adopted 
by both of the major political parties. I am going to read 
merely a brief extract from some of them. In the Democratic 
platform of 1924 there was an agricultural plank which said 
it was their :Policy: 

To stimulate by every proper governmental activity the progress 
of the cooperative marketing movement and the establishment of 
an export marketing corporation or commission in order that the 
exportable surplus may not establish the price of the whole crop. 

Exportable surplus. That is one thing that is brought up 
by many of those opposed to the President's so-called ever- . 
normal-granary provision. They are trying to take care of 
and control the sW'plus rather than control of the acreage 
or crops. Personally I think that should be an amendment 
adopted to the present bill. Instead of trying to control the 
production by acreage that is to be planted, let us control the 
surplus. 

That was in 1924. In the same year the Republicans had 
in their. platform an agricultural plank which said: 

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and en
actment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of 
America on a basis of economic equality with other industry to 
insure its prosperity and success. 

In 1928 the Republicans again endorsed that very fine 
plank for agriculture, but the trouble was that after they 
were reelected in 1928 they did not make any effort to carry 
out that program. 

If the Republicans had carried out that platform they 
probably would not have met the overwhelming defeat that 
they met in 1932. Because the Republican organization 
failed to carry out their promises to the great groups of 
farmers throughout· the country, there was an overwhelming 
defeat, a landslide, in favor of the Democrats in 1932. 

But I want to read from the Democratic platform in · 1928. 
They said: 

Farm relief must rest on the basis of an economic equality of 
agriculture with other industries. 

This was the Democratic platform. Four years before 
that, in 1924, the Republicans had said the same thing-that 
agriculture must be on a parity with industry. In 1928 the 
Democrats said the same thing-that agriculture must be 
put on an economic equality with other ·industries. They 
also said: 

To give this equality a remedy must be found which will include. 
among other things. 

• • • • • 
Creation of a Federal Farm Board to assist the farmer and 

stock raiser in the marketing of their products. 

It was the Democrats who said that in 1928. The Repub
licans, however, put the Farm Board into operation. 

Then in 1928 the Democrats also said: 
We pledge the party to an earnest endeavor to solve this prob

lem of the distribution of the cost of dealing with crop surpluses 
over the marketed units of the crop whose producers are benefited 
by such assistance. 

That, too, would have been a mighty good thing. 
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Then the Republicans said in 1928: 
We promise every assistance in the reorganization of the market

ing system on sounder and more economical llnes and, where 
diversification 1s needed, Government financial assistance during 
the period of transition. 

Then they said again: 
The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and 

enactment of measures which will place the agricultural lnterests 
of America on a. basis of economic equality with other industries. 

It was in 1928 that the Republican Party said that; but 
they forgot to carry it out in their 'administration during 
the 4 years from 1928 to 1932, and they were repudiated by 
the voters when they came to the election of 1932. 

The Democratic platform of 1932 contained some very in
teresting statements in the agricultural plank. 

They say: 
We favor the restoration of agriculture, the Nation's basic in

dustry. 

And they talk about-
Better financing of farm mortgages through recognized farm

' bank agencies at low rates of interest on an amortization plan. 
· giving preference to credits for the redemption of farms and 

homes sold under foreclosure. 

That meant, as I take it, to provide a chance for those 
; who bad bee_n foreclosed on to repurchase their lands. In 

fact, I happen to know that the late John Simpson. who at 
I that time was national president of the Farmers' Union 
~ organization, made a trip to New York State to talk with one 
1 of the candidates for President on the farm refinancing ques-
1 tion; and be himself told me that he was assured that if 
1 that candidate should be elected, something along that 
1 

line would be advocated, and it was in the platform. 
Then the Democratic platform goes on: 
We favor • • • extension and development of farm coopera.

. tive movement and effective control of crop surpluses so that our 

. farmers may have the full benefit of the domestic market. 

Unfortunately, after the Democrats were elected in 1932, 
instead of controlling crop surpluses they tried to control the 
production by acreage, which, in my opinion, is absolutely 
impossible, because the difference 1n yield from year to year 
makes it absolutely impossible to control production by the 
control of acreage. 

Another promise was made to the fanners by the Demo
crats in the 1932 platform: 

We favor • • • the enactment of every constltutlonal meas
ure that will aid the farmers to receive for their basic farm 
commodities prices in excess of cost. 

Mr. President, that means .cost of production; and the 
Democratic platform in 1932 pledged to the farmers cost of 
production. When the cost-of-production provision was put 
into the Agricultural Adjustment Act by the Senate of the 
United States, the House conferees struck it out because 
they said the Secretary of Agriculture would not stand for it. 
These things are rather hard for the farmers to tmderstand; 
and I want the Members of the Senate to realize that the 
farmers are thinking about these things right new. I know 
they are, because I have talked with them, and I get letters 
from them in regard to these very questions. 

Mr. GILLETI'E. Mr. President, will the Senator Yield? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. GILLE'ITE. Right at this point let me ask if the 

Senator has available and can put in the REcORD the cor
responding plank in the Republican platform of 1932 relat
ing to farm rehabilitation? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I am coming to it. 
The Republicans in 1932 said: 
We will support any plan which wm help to balance prodUc

tion against demand., and thereby raise agricultural prices, pro
Vided it is economically sound and adm.tn1stratively workable with· 
out burdensome bureaucracy. 

That sounds like a part of the Democratic pla.tform fn the 
present administration. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I do. 
Mr. DAVIS. Would it be possible to secure the real cost 

of production for these farm products, for instance, in the 
case of wheat? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I am coming to that a little later. I do 
not see whY it would not be possible in the case of the 
amount used for home consumption in the United States. 
In my opinion, the American farmers are entitled to the 
American market. They are entitled to cost of production 
for the American market, just as the manufacturer is en
titled to the cost of production for work that he does, just 
as the businessman is entitled to the cost of production, just 
as the lawyer is entitled to his overhead expenses and a 
profit if be is to succeed, just as anyone else is entitled to 
the cost of production. The farmer cannot succeed in any 
other way. My objection to the pending bill, known as the 
ever-normal granary bill, is that there is nothing in the 
bill which guarantees to the American farmer cost of pro
duction, including a fair profit. There is nothing in the -bill 
to assure the farmers that they will receive cost of produc
tion for their products. Under any other condition, they 
will go broke. They cannot help it. 

Mr. GILLE'ITE. Mr. President, will the Senator further 
Yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
North Dakota further yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. GILLETrE. Will the Senator yield to me for the • 

purpose of making an inquiry to develop what the Senator · 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAVIS] had in mind? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly. 
Mr. GILLE'ITE. I understood the Senator's question to 

be whether it is possible to secure cost of production. Does 
the Senator mean whether it is possible to secure the money 
to pay the cost of production, or whether it is possible to . 
determine the elements constituting cost of production? To 1 

what was the Senator's inquiry directed? 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, my inquiry was directed to . 

the possibility of getting the cost of producing the product 
on the farm. 

Mr. GILLE'ITE. Determining the amount? 
Mr. DAVIS. Determining the amount; yes. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Ob, there is no difficulty about that! It 

can be determined just as accurately as the manufacturers 
determine their cost of production. 

Mr. DAVIS. But it would be necessary to take an average 
for the whole country. 

Mr. FRAZIER. It would have to be an average, of course. 
The manufacturers do that, too. It costs one manufacturer 
more to manufa-cture a certain line of goods than it costs 
another manufacturer somewhere else; but they put the 
price high enough so that they can all come in under it and 
make a profit. Why should not the farmers at least have 
the benefit of the same principle? They cannot succeed 1n 
any other way. If it is found that a manufacturer cannot 
compete with the other manufacturers, be goes out of busi
ness, or changes to something else. If we had the average 
cost of production, and a farmer somewhere were on sub
marginal land, or something of the kind, or trying to raise 
a crop to which his soil was not adapted, be would have to 
change his crop and go to raising something else. At pres
ent he keeps on. He does not know what he is going to get 
for the products when they are produced, but he hopes be 
is going to have a good crop, and he hopes he can get a good 
price for it; and so he keeps on, regardless of whether his 
crops are adapted to that particular land, or whether he 
can produce them for cost of production, or not. He cannot 
know. 

If we had a definite price based on cost of production and 
a fair profit for the amount used for home consumption, 
every farmer would know, if be raised a crop, what he was 
going to get for every bushel of wheat, every pound of cotton, 
or every bushel of com; and if he could not make ends meet 
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under those conditions, with that price, he would have to go 
to raising something else. If he is the kind of farmer who 
cannot produce these products and sell them for the average 
cost, the sooner he finds it out the better it will be for an 
concerned, and he will go into some other line of business 
or raise something else. 

The Republican platform in 1932 also said: 
The fundamental problem of American agriculture is the control 

of production to such volume as will balance supply with demand. 

That sounds like another plank in the Democratic plat
form of the present administration. 

The Republicans also said: 
A third element equally as vital is the control of the acreage 

of land under cultivation as an aid to the efforts of the farmer 
to balance production. 

That is similar to a plank in the Democratic platform. It 
seems rather strange. The Democrats had a wonderful agri
cultural platform in 1932, but after they were elected they 
turned around and took the Republican platform and tried 
to carry it out. There was a lot of dissatisfaction, and it is 
going to be demonstrated in the next election, unless I miss 
my guess. The Republicans failed to carry out their agri
cultural programs in 1924 and 1928, and were defeated in the 
election of 1932. The Democrats have not carried out the 
program that they put in their platform in 1932, either-not 
by a gunshot. 

The platforms of 1936 are along the same lines. 
The pending farm bill, instead of providing for cost of 

production, provides for a so-called parity price based on 
the 5-year period from 1909 to 1914. That was supposed to 
be a fairly prosperous period in agriculture; but the sta
tistics show that during the 5-year period from August 1909 
to 1914, the average per capita income of the farmers was 
only $156 per year, and that was only 40¥4 percent of the 
average per capita income of the nonfarm population dur
ing the same years. The farmers are entitled to their per 
capita share of the national income, but they did not get it 
by any means during that 5-year period. 

In the beginning of the present administration the De· 
partment of Agriculture advocated the carrying out of these 
planks of the Republican platform. They did not say that 
in so many words, but that is what it amounted to, making 
the payments on the parity basis, taking the 5-year period 
from 1909 to 1914 ·as the basis. There was not so much ob· 
jection to that at the time, because it was admittedly an 
emergency measure, but the emergency measure remained 
on the books for several years. Then the Soil Conservation 
Act went into effect, after the other was declared unconsti
tutional. 

It seems to me the pending bill ought to be of a more per
manent nature, and we should not go on carrying out the 
experiment any 1onger. But the administration still insists 
on the parity provision, based on the period 1909 to 1914. 

During that period of years the farmers received only 
40 ¥4 percent of the per capita national income, and it is not 
fair to say that the farmers of the United States can carry 
on under those circumstances. It 1s absolutely impossible. 
During the same 5-year period the farmers' property, their 
land, increased in value, their credit was good, and they 
could go to the banks and borrow almost any amount they 
wanted. Those who owned land, or who owned cattle, could 
borrow money, and they did borrow money during that 
period to the extent of $500,000,000. That, in my. opinion, 
at least, represents the difference between the price they got 
for their products during that 5-year period and the cost of 
production. Their credit was good, and they borrowed the 
difference. Apparently the Department of Agriculture seems 
to think that the farmers can continue along that line; but 
they cannot do it. The conditions during that period 25 
years ago were entirely different from what they are now. 

. The cost of everything the farmer hs.s to buy has gone up. 
·We use automobiles now, and trucks, and tractors, which are 
-a necessitY; as well as radios and simila.r things, which were 
-not so common in those days. ·We· are entitled to a better 
·price. ~We are entitled to a parity with industrY. ri8ht now. 

But there is nothing in the bill which would give the farmer ' 
a parity with industry. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, there is nothing in the bill, at , 
the present stage, at least, that will guarantee the raising of 
enough money to pay the farmers the difference between 
parity and the local price when they sell their products. 
There is nothing in the bill which gives assurance that we 
will have enough money. The committee inserted a provi
sion that enough money would be authorized to be appro
priated to carry out the purposes of the bill, but we have 
been notified that that probably is not possible, and it looks 
very doubtful, at least. In my opinion it will take more than 
the $500,000,000, to which the soil conservation appropriation 
amounts, to carry out the provisions of the so-called ever
normal-granary bill, and to provide the parity payments . . I , 
think it will take double that amount, from the statements 
of some of the experts of the Department of Agriculture 
before our committee. 

As I see it, there is no chance to get it. All we will get 
will be about half enough to bring the price to the so-called 
parity, under present conditions, and parity price is below 
cost of production. So what hope is there for the American , 
farmer to be put on a parity with industry, under the pend
ing bill? I can see no hope whatever. 

In 1936 the agricultural income was $5,805,000,000. The 
farm population amounted to 31,809,000, or a little over 
25 percent of the total population. The nonfarm income for 
the same year, compared with $5,805,000,000 for the farmers, 
was $58,877,000,000. The farmers got 10 percent of the in
come, and numbered over 25 percent of the population. Is 
there anything like a parity with industry in that? Oh, no, 
and there never has been. As long as I can remember, at 
least, the farmers have never been on a parity with industry, 
and there is nothing in the pending bill that will put the 
farmer on a parity with industry. Of course, if he gets the 
parity price, it will help some, it will give him a little better 
price than what he is getting now, but the farmers of this 
country will continue to go broke as long as they are force¢ 
to sell their products at prices below the cost of production. 
They cannot keep going, any more than anyone else in 
business could keep on under the same circumstances. 

In a town in the West a businessman came before our com
mittee. He had been a farmer,. but he stopped farming and 
went into the automobile and machinery business, though.he 
still owns some land. I asked him if he would be willing to 
conduct his machinery and automobile business under the 
same method under which the farmers conducted their busi
ness, selling his products in the same way. · He said some
times he did cut down on prices, but that he could not as a 
general thing. He admitted that he would go broke if he had 
to do business selling his products as the farmers sold theirs, 
for any price the other fellow fixed for the product, that he 
could not continue to do business. Nor can the farmers con
tinue to do business as long as they are compelled to go on 
in that way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President--
The PaEf)IDING OFFICER (Mr. CHAVEZ in the chair). 

Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator 
from Colorado? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As I understand the parity 

provisions of the bill, they place a ceiling on farm prices 
above which the mechanics of the bill . make it impossible 
for farm products to rise. In other words, whenever a com
modity mentioned in the bill reaches the parity price, the 
gates of the ever-normal granary are thrown open and a 
sufficient amount from the ever-normal granary is turned 
loose on the market to keep the market from goi.Iig above the 
parity price. Does the Senator understand the bill in that 
way? 

- · Mr. FRAZIER. That is approximately correct . 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There is to be a ceiling, 

then, above which the price cannot rise? 
Mr. FRAZIER. Tluit is to protect the consumers, of course, 

·and they are entitled to Ji)rotection.- The trouble is, of course, 
that as long as the price is below normal,-the consumer gets 
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the benefit, to the detriment of the producer, but just as soon 
as the price comes up a little above norma.l, then the price is 
blocked right there. That is the theory, a.t least. The bill is 
unfair to the farmers, in my opinion, because of that 
provision. 

Early last fall prices were pretty good because of the 
drought and one thing and another. Of course, control had 
something to do with it, I agree, but if the administration 
is to claim the credit for the rise, it must assume responsi
bility for drought and floods, which have also helped bring 
up the prices. They do not want to do that, however, and 
it would be unfair to ask them to do it. The two go to
gether. Prices were up. This year the crops were better. 

Long before the wheat crop was harvested, a report came 
from the Department of Agriculture that there would be a 
big crop of wheat, and that prices undoubtedly would go 
down; and they did go down. Before the com crop was 
harvested, a similar report came out, that there would be 
a surplus of 150,000,000 bushels of com, or thereabouts, and 
the price of com went down. When potatoes came on the 
market, in accordance with the report of the neparim.ent 
of Agriculture there was a big crop, and the price of pota
toes went down. Farmers in my state sold potatoes at 15 
cents a bushel, which did not pay for digging, picking, and 
hauling them to town, not to speak of the other expenses. 
A similar statement was made in regard to the cotton crop. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. GILLETTE. A short time ago the Senator was dis

cussing a matter of great interest. Did I understand the 
Senator to make the point that if the parity price should 
be attained, which is the goal of the bill, it would mean that 
the farmer would receive only 40 percent as his propor
tionate share of the national income, as was the case dur
ing the base period which is made the yardstick? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I stated that during the 5-yea.r period 
the farmer received only 40 percent of the national per 
capita income. 

Mr. GILLETTE. And that period is used as a base here, 
and if we attained the parity price, then the farmers would 
receive only 40 percent of the national income? 

Mr. FRAZIER. It might not be the same percentage, 
but, in my opinion, it would undoubtedly be below cost of 
production. 

Mr. President, much criticism has been directed against 
the Department of Agriculture because of these forecasts of 
production of various crops. and I think the criticism is 
just. In my opinion, the forecasts sent out do more harm 
to producers than good. 

A gentleman from Texas handed me a clipping from the 
Dallas (Tex.) News, which reads as follows: 

Fruit at low prices seen for this winter. 
The Bureau of Agrtcultnra1 Economics Saturday-

This is just a couple of weeks ago-
predicted plenty of fruit at low prices In the United. States during 
the winter and early spring months. 

The orange crop 1s the largest on record, grape!ruit second 
largest, and the apple greatest In 11 years. Prices of oranges and 
grapefruit will decllne sharply the next few months. 

Perhall) they will, Mr. President, but what good does It 
do for the Department of Agriculture, which was created for 
the special purpose of aiding the farmers-and among other 
things they should aid them to make a profit-what good 
does it do for them to predict that the fruit crop is going to 
be a big one, that the price is gojng to drop because of a big 
production? Those who handle the farmers' products will 
find it out soon enough without the Department of Agricul
ture. 2 or 3 weeks ahead, telling them about it. 

Another objection I have to the pending bill is that there 
is nothing in the bill to control, prohibit, or prevent the 
manipulation of the farm markets by the speculators on the 
grain and cotton exchanges. I do not know much about 
the cotton exchanges, but I do know something about the 
grain exchanges. I have before me an article written by a 
lawYer who practiced law in Chicago for years. Ernest D. 

MacDoug.&D. It Is published in a magazine called the Social 
Frontier. 

Mr. President, I want to quote Jnst a very few statements 
from this article on the subject of Ule grain futures market. 
I shall then ask unanimous consent that the entire article 
be printed in the REcoRD as a part of my remarks. The 
writer speaks of the futures trading as being detrimental to 
the farmers and purely a speculative or gambling proposi
tion. He says the courts have upheld that position. He 
quotes from two decisions of the Supreme Court of the State 
of lllinois and one from the SUpreme Court of the United 
states. I wish to read s:ilnply a paragraph from a decision 
of the Supreme Court of lllinois in the case of Cothran v. 
Ellis (125 ill., 496-500). The paragraph is as follows: 

It is not only contrary to public policy, but it 1s a crime-a 
crime against the state, a. crtme against the general welfare and 
happiness of the. people, a crime against religion and morality, 
and a crime against all legitimate trade and business. This species 
of gambling has become emphatica.lly and preeminently the na
tional sin. In its proportions and extent it is immeasurable. In 
its pernicious and ruinous consequences it Is simply appalling. 
Clothed with respectability and entrenched behind wealth and 
power, it submits to no restramt and clefies alike the laws of God 
and man. With despotic power, it levies tribute upon all trades 
and professions. Its votaries and patrons s.re recruited trom every 
path of society. Through its Instrumentality the laws of supply 
and demand have been reversed, and the market is ruled by the 
amoun.t of money its manipulators can bring to bear upon it. 

Mr. President, that is what the Supreme Court of the 
state of ID.inois said about the futures grain trading of 
the great city of Chicago. They say the law of supply and 
demand has been reversed. That is absolutely true. When 
anyone tells the farmers that there is anything in this bill 
pending before the Senate of the United States that will 
let the law of supply and demand functionr he is stating 
something that is absolutely impossible until the speculative 
features are eliminated from the grain market and the cot
ton market, because there is no such thing as the law of 
supply and demand properly functioning so long as specula
tors control and manipulate the market. The futures 
market did not start in grain at all until after the Civil 
War, and the country had gotten along very well up to 
that time; but during the Civil War period someone decided 
that he could make more money speculating in wheat than 
he could raising and selling it. So this speculative feature 
was started. 

There are many other sections in Mr. MacDougall's article 
that are good, and I shall quote one other. The writer tells 
about the losses through speculations. and continues: 

Meanwhile, those who play the wrong side of the futures market 
lose $2.000,000.000 per annum and add that much to the war che-;c 
of th05e whose business tt 1s to despoil the people and to block 
every avenue of social and economic progress. These losses repre
sent the m.a.rg1n or wager money of the unlucky victims of a 
crooked skin game. Those losses do not take Into account the 
tlOO,.OOO,OOO paid each year fn brokers' comm1ssions by both the 
wtnnerB and. the losers. 

Neither do those losses take tnto account the loss suffered by 
the farmers tn the sale of their crops at prices below cost of 
production. 

Mr. President, that is one of the best articles I have seen 
in regard to futures trading on the Board of Trade of 
Chicago. 

The writer goes on to point out that while the Chicago 
market is often advertised as being the greatest grain market 
1n the world, that is absolutely false; that there are some 
eight or nine other grain markets in the United States which 
do a larger business in handling actual wheat than does the 
Chicago market; that. in fact, the Chicago market handles 
only a small percentage of the grain marketed. Between 
95 and 99 percent of all the business done on the Chicago 
Board of Trade is of a speculative business or of a gambling 
nature. 

The writer of the article also points out that the millers 
do not even need this kind of a futures market to protect 
their sales. He says they have to take advantage of hedging 
marketing because the violent :fluctuations caused by this 
same futures trading makes millers uncertain as to what 
they can get for their products. and so they have to hedge. 
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He says they have to bet that the grain is going down. and they 
hope that it will not. . 

The article presents a very clear exposition of the subject, 
and I ask that it be printed in the RECORD at this point as 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 

THE GRAIN F'UTUREs MARKET--A STUDY IN THE ETmcs OF 
CAPITALISM 

The social frontier implies the progressive point of view of those 
who plod patiently toward the Promised Land. It implies also 
the persistent presence at the frontier of an energetic enemy, 
who, from ambush and under cover of darkness, effectively seeks 
to discourage and distress those who are on the onward march. 

To pioneers of progress let It be said that the enemy has erected 
tn the path both mental hazards and seemingly formidable, albeit 
decadent, institutions to barricade the way. Evading open com
bat, the enemy defends ~ vulnerable position by the exercise 
of remote social control. Unscrupulous and unprincipled in his 
predatory practices, he appears in the light of day only when 
robed in raiment of righteousness. Defiant of the law, he pro
tects and perpetuates his uneconomic, unethical, antisocial way 
of life by powerful propaganda and by pressure of perverted 
publicity. 

"By their fruits ye shall know them." The profit motive bas 
yielded many evil fruits. Mercenary criminals, profit-taking 
racketeers, everywhere abound. Nonproductive parasites infest all 
the highways and byways of modern life. They thrive in the 
marts of trade and they center their expropriating projects on the 
labors of those who toil. They have devised agencies in Wall 
Street and in La Salle Street to exploit the working producers and 
to swindle the general public. They gamble in the forms of trade 
and in the necessities of life. These evil things they do in the 
name of big business. They crave respectability, but they covet 
coin. 

GAMBLING IN LIFE'S NECESSITIES 

Our courts have consistently condemned stock gambling in most 
vigorous terms. Yet these gambling racketeers secretly sneer at 
these adverse decisions as "sterile progeny of the law." Failing 
to fool the courts through the unscrupulous services of "clever" 
lawyers, they now seek to fool the public through the prostitution 
of publicists and the purchase of pseudo-economists. They flood 
our schools and colleges with their pernicious propaganda. 

Speaking specifically now of the futures market of the Chicago 
Board of Trade, it is needless here to enter upon a detailed discus
sion of the law. The subject of futures trading has been fully 
annotated in volume 83 of American Law Reports, at page 522 (83 
A. L. R. 522), following two decisions reported at pages 492 and 
512 of the same volume. The decision reported at page 492 is the 
last word of the United States Supreme Court on the subject. 
The decision reported at page 512 is the last word of the Supreme 
Court of Illinois. It will suffice; for the present purpose, to quote 
an excerpt from another decision of the illinois Supreme Court 
(Cothran v. Ellis, 125 ill. 496, 500). as follows: 

"It is not only contrary to public policy, but it is a crime
a crime against the State, a crime against the general welfare 
and happiness of the people, a crime against religion and morality, 
and a crime against all legitimate trade and business. This species 
of gambling has become emphatically and preeminently the na
tional sin. In its proportions and extent it is immeasurable. In 
its pernicious and ruinous consequences 1t is simply appalling. 
Clothed with respectability, and entrenched behind wealth and 
power, it submits to no restraint and defies alike the laws of God 
and man. With despotic power it levies tribute upon all trades 
and professions. Its votaries and patrons are recruited from every 
class of society. Through its instrumentality the laws of supply 
and demand have been reversed, and the market is ruled by the 
amount of money its manipulators can bring to bear upon it." 

These racketeering gamblers have many powerful allies. There 
seems to be a commUnity of interest among all those of big 
business who are motivated by the profit-taking impulse. It is a 
case of birds of a feather that flock together-a case of "you boost 
my racket and I'll boost yours." 

APOLOGISTS FOR SPECULATION 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States and the Inter
national Chamber of Commerce seldom sit in session without adopt
ing eulogistic resolutions recognizing "the fundamental services per
formed by futures markets in the organized distribution of certain 
agrleultural and industrial products," and denouncing "govern
mental interference with futures trading." 

Those who own and operate the futures market spare no ex
pense in propagandizing the public and in exercising economic 
pressure against those who oppose their practices. They see to it 
that plentiful propaganda, ably prepared, is supplied where it will 
be most effective. The public relations committee of the Chicago 
Board of Trade made report that for the first eight and a half 
months of 1936 there were printed 7 board of trade stories in 
national publications, 217 stories in pictorials, 181 stories in trade 
papers, and 3,401 stories in newspapers. The report proceeds as 
follows: 

"There is every reason to believe that the volume of returns (of 
clippings) will exceed 1929 in every particular when the 12-month 
comparisons can be made. · 

"The importance of this record to the welfare of the exchange ' 
lies in the fact that more than 2,300 of the 3,401 published news
paper stories ap}leared in the grain-producing area on which our 
publicity etforts are centered." 

The June 12, 1937, issue of the Saturday Evening Post carried 
such a propaganda story, Wheat Madness, by Marc A. Rose. Neither 
Mr. Rose nor the editor was willing to correct any of the gross 
inaccuracies of that article. In the May 1937 issue of Rural 
Progress, a propaganda sheet that is distributed by the millions 
of copies, gratuitously, through the ma.ils, to the farmers of the 
Middle West, appeared a sim1lar article, Bulls and Breadbasket. 
Dr. Glenn Frank, who now "fronts'' for that magazine, has with
held his consent to the publication of a story on the farmers' side 
of the question. 

UNDERSTANDING THE MARKEl' 

In no field of human activity has scientific research been less in 
evidence than in the field of agricultural marketing. It is a field 
of study of vital import not alone to the farmers, as producers, 
but also to the whole people as consumers. Our pastors and pro
fessors. as well as our editors, seem disposed to shy off from an 
impartial, scientific study of this question. Are the American peo
ple to be given to understand that scholarship is ready to turn 
tail, that science is ready to close its eyes and ears upon the 
slightest sign shown by the economic masters of our lives? Are we 
to understand that the Congress hastened to adjourn without 
enacting any general farm legislation because our legislators are 
ignorant of the fundamental facts of their problem, or because 
they are fearful of the economic powers that be? Or have their · 
minds been poisoned and confused by long contact with the 
abominable standards of ethics of the profit system? 

The problem of the orderly marketing of grain is no more diffi.
cult of solution than are other problems which our learned schol
ars and doctors etfectively attack with zest. Why, then, · this 
conspiracy of silence where the futures market of the Chicago 
Board of Trade seems to be involved? Every man, woman, and 
child has daily experience in the making and execution of con
tracts for the purchase and sale of the necessities of life, if not for 
the luxuries. The purchase of a pair of shoes involves the making 
and execution of a contract of sale--not a written contract, to be 
sure, but a contract, nonetheless, in which all of the essential ele
ments of a contract are present. The purchase and sale of wheat, 
wholesale or retail', is no more intricate or difficult to understand 
than is the purchase and sale of bread or candy. It is only the fic
titious market for futures trading that seems to enshroud the 
subject and obscure it in mystery. The plain, simple, everyday 
transactions of honest men are not difficult to understand. It is 
the crooked and devious device that is difficult to decipher. 

Grain futures trading is a parasitical overgrowth on the body of 
the grain trade. The subject of futures trading has been delib
erately camouflaged with such etfect, by means of clever board-of
trade propaganda, that our wise men, our statesmen, our scientists, 
our researchers either credulously, without investigation, accept 
propaganda for fact or they throw up their hands and confess that 
the subject is too deep for them. 

OPERATING IN "FUTURES" 

Grain fUtures contract market is a market for the buying and 
selling of grain futures contracts-not for the buying and _selling 
of grain. A futures contract is a betting contract concerning the 
future fluctuation of price quotations of the futures market ticker 
tape. There is no futures market attached to the industrial 
market for the simple reason that no manufacturer would consent 
to the idea of the fixing of the price of his product by means of 
the crazy fluctuation of a ticker tape manipulated by a bunch 
of gamblers. The manufacturer fixes his own selling price, if you 
please. 

It is said that the Chicago Board of Trade is the biggest grain 
market in the world. This is not the fact. The truth is that, as 
a market for the actual merchandising of actual grain, Chicago 
stands sixth or seventh down the list of United States grain mar
kets. Minneapolis is the biggest grain market in the United States. 
The Chicago Board of Trade merchandises less wheat than does the 
Hutchinson (Kans.) Board of Trade. Grain is bought, sold, and 
delivered in the cash (merchandise) market--not in the futures 
market. · 

The Chicago Board of Trade and the Chicago Open Board of 
Trade constitute the biggest futures contract market in the world 
(not the biggest grain market), handling about 90 percent of the 
total volume of grain-futures trading in the United States. Wheat
futures contracts, for example, are also bought and sold on the 
grain exchanges in Duluth, Kansas City, Minneapolis, Milwaukee, 
Portland, Seattle, St. Louis, and San Francisco. These other fu
tures markets are, in effect, subsidiaries of the Chicago Board of 
Trade, and they handle, all told, a very small volume of trading in 
futures contracts. Most of the business of these other exchanges , 
is grain trading-not futures trading. When one speaks of the 
grain-futures market, therefore, he speaks of the Chicago Board of 
Trade and of its little brother, the Chicago Open Board of Trade. 
The latter handles no actual grain at all-nothing but futures 
contracts. The former handles a comparatively small amount of 
actual grain and a very large amount of futures contracts. 

It is important to keep clearly in mind this distinction between 
the grain market and the futures contract market. Not a single 
bushel of grain is ever sold in the grain pits--nothing but grain
futures contracts. Conversely, not a single futures contract is ever ' 
sold at the grain-sample tables-nothing but grain. The volume 
of grain trading done at the sample tables of the Chicago Board 
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of Trade is so small that they never bother to mark up the sales on 
the board. The board is reserved exclusively for recording transac
tions in futures contracts conducted in the trading pits--the wheat 
pit (wheat-futures pit), corn pit (corn-futures pit), etc. 

The real work of marketing wheat, for example, does not depend 
on the existence of the futures market, which first was devised 
about 70 years ago. Wheat has been marketed for many centuries 
Without a futures market, and wheat Will continue to be marketed 
long after the futures market shall have passed away. The futures 
market automatically faded out of the picture during the World 
War, when the Government stabilized prices. The futures market 
depends for its existence upon continual fluctuation of prices, just 
as betting at the roulette table depends upon movement of the 
wheel. 

DETAILS OF THE GRAIN TRADE 

There are things, other than the futures market, upon which 
the grain trade does depend. There are scattered throughout this 
country over 3,500 flour mills with a daily capacity of 800,575 
barrels of flour. There are grain elevators every mile or two along 
railroad rights-of-way in the grain area, and grain buyers are 
everywhere. There are unorganized grain exchanges in 19 cities. 
There are organized grain exchanges in 28 other cities, including 
Chicago. There are enormous terminal elevators and warehouses 
in all of the large cities. There are local, regional, and national 
farmers' cooperative -selling societies, rapidly growing into control 
of the farmers' markets. And there is bitter conflict, inevitably, 
between the farmers' cooperative marketing societies and the busi
ness of gambling on the rise and fall of the price of farm products. 

It is said that a grain futures contract market is a market for 
the future delivery of grain. That is not the fact. The truth is 
that less than one-half of 1 percent of the volume of wheat fu
tures contracts, for example, results in delivery of either wheat or 
warehouse receipts for wheat. Such deliveries, when made, are 
not made in the futures market, but in the cash (merchandise) 
market. No deliveries are ever made except in the cash market, 
either present (spot) delivery or future (to arrive) delivery. Rep
resenting the grain futures contract market as a market for the 
future delivery of grain is a brazen fraud not alone upon grain 
producers but also upon the entire American public. 

Futures trading in May wheat futures contracts runs for a 
period of about 8 months prior to May and during all of May but 
the last three business days, when trading in May futures is sus
pended. The same is true of trading in July wheat futures, Sep
tember wheat futures, and December wheat futures. For May 
wheat futures, for example, May is said to be "delivery month." 
The last 3 business days of May are said to be "delivery days." 
That does not mean that deliveri.es of wheat must be made during 
May. It means that no deliveries under May wheat futures con
tracts shall be permitted to be made except during May, and then 
only at the seller's option. Deliveries made on 1 of the 3 
"delivery days" are not future deliveries, but spot deliveries, made, 
1f at all, in the cash market under the most ditlicult requirements 
of the rules and regulations of the Chicago Board of Trade. The 
futures market is closed on those 3 days, so far as May whP.at 
futures trading is concerned. 

What actually happens is that one who, in November, for ex
ample, buys or sells a May wheat fUtures contract expects to close 
out his contract before he may be called upon to make or to take 
delivery. He knows that there can be no deliveries in November, 
December, January, February, March, or April. During those 
months he is absolutely safe to play the May wheat ftttures market 
to h1s heart's content without running any risk of having to make 
or to take delivery. If he is on the short side of the market, he 
can continue his trading in May futures with equal safety up 
until near the end ot May. During all of this time, particularly 
during that period prior to May, he may be in and out of the 
market, buying and selling May futures contracts, a hundred times, 
in. and out of the market several times a day, for that matter; 
and then he suddenly switches his operations to July or to Sep
tember or to December futures contracts. Seldom is he caught 
during "delivery month" with an unclosed contract on his hands. 
He has been an active trader in the futures market, but he has 
not made or taken. or intended to make or to take, any delivery 
of any grain. The only way he can make delivery, if he should 
care to do so, is to convert his futures contract into a cash (mer
chandise) contract. The futures contract 1s a gambling contract, 
pure and simple. 

EFFECT UPON Mll..LERS 

It is said that the futures market serves a useful purpose in 
providing facilities to millers, elevator men, and other handlers 
of grain to hedge against loss from fluctuation of market prices. 
That is not the fact. The truth is that it is the fluctuations 
caused by the futures mark.et that makes the miller feel that 1t 1s 
necessary for him to go into the futures market and bet that 
the market will move in the direction in which he hopes it will 
not move. 

As a businessman, the miller prefers to buy his wheat in a 
fairly stable market. He does not like speculation or gambling, as 
a business proposition. The futures market came first and hedg
ing came second, in point of historical development. Wh.en the 
miller saw what the futures market was doing to the price of the 
product he had bought 1n good faith as raw material to be 
manufactured into flour, he went into the futures market himself 
to stabillze the value of the investment he had made in the cash 
market. He feared the "bears" would hammer down the price 
after he had made his investment in cash wheat and before he 

sold the finished product as flour. Accordingly, he went into the 
futures market and sold short, betting that the price would 
decline, as he feared it would but hoped it would not. He sold 
short, as every other seller of a futures contract sells short, because 
he had no intention whatever of delivering his cash wheat 1n 
settlement of his futures contract. That would, indeeed, be a silly 
thing for him to do. His paramount purpose is to mill that wheat 
into flour for his customers. Millers do not buy or sell actual 
wheat in the futures market any more than speculators do. Both 
speculators and hedgers do the same thing in the futures market. 
They buy and sell betting contracts--nothing else. They do not 
buy and sell grain in the grain futures market. It cannot be 
emphasized too strongly that all sellers in the futures market, 
both hedgers and speculators, are short sellers. All sales in the 
futures ·market are short sales. If all sellers sell short, what, then, 
do buyers buy? They buy a chance-a lottery ticket; that is all 
they buy. 

SOCIAL WASTAGE OF ACCEPTED PROCEDURES 

The study of the futures contract market is not merely an 
academic diversion. It has vital implications of vast economic 
and ethical value. Through bold audacity and brazen effrontery 
the Chicago Board of Trade has taught the people of this Nation 
to accept falsehood for fact, to believe that gambling greed for 
unearned gain is virtue rather tha.n vice, and to hope for a solu
tion of serious economic problems by simply letting well enough 
alone. . 

Meanwhile, those who play the wrong side of the futures 
market lose $2,000,000,000 per annum and add that much to the 
war chest of those whose business it is to despoil the people 
and to block every avenue of social and economic progress. These 
losses represent the margin or wager money of the unlucky victims 
of a crooked skin game. Those losses do not take into account 
the $100,000,000 paid each year in brokers' commissions by both 
the winners and the losers. 

Neither do those losses take into account the loss suffered by 
the farmers in the sale of their crops at prices below cost of pro
duction. Futures prices are not directly related to cash prices, 
but they do have an indirect, psychological influence on cash 
prices. Futures price quotations are usually lower than cash 
prices paid for actual wheat as merchandise. They set the pace 
downward. 

By persistent repetition of their extravagant though false_ claims 
to righteous rectitude as businessmen, these well-groomed gam
blers of La Salle Street have profoundly affected the people to 
their hurt. A serious study of the economic and ethical aspects 
of futures trading will amply exemplify the harmful character 
of the entire profit system. Educators, as well as farmers, have 
a great stake in the solution of this problem of futures trading. 
The very existence of this problem is a challenge to the exercise 
of their proper function by our educational leaders. The solution 
of this problem also means dollars a.nd cents added to the pay 
checks of our teachers. The billions of dollars that go each year 
into the bank accounts of grain and cotton gamblers and other 
nonproducing parasites of their ilk ought, by all that is good 
and holy, to go into the pockets of those who render useful 
service to society. None are more worthy of their hire than are 
our teachers, and few fare so ill. 

The Nation as a whole has great spiritual and material gain 
in store upon the proper solution of this problem. Here is a key 
log in a serious log jam that blocks the stream of progress. Here 
is a challenge to the intelligence and to the honesty of the 
spiritual and temporal leaders of our people. 

ERNEST D. MAcDoUGALL. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I have taken more time 
than I had expected. I am strongly in favor of cost of pro
duction for the farmers for the amount of their products used 
for home consumption. In the substitute measure intro
duced by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] there are 
many good features. If he would include the cost of produc
tion feature instead of the parity feature, which he does in
clude in his proposal, it seems to me it would be much better. 
I suggested in committee the other day when we were dis
cussing the pending measure that if parity was the goal to be 
reached in this measure and we did not have money enough 
to reach it, and could not hope to get money enough to reach 
it, why not change the bill to fix the price at parity, and pay 
the parity price figured out by the Department of Agricul
ture for the portion of these products used for home con
sumption in the United States? That would do away with 
any appropriation to carry out that feature of the bill. 
That would do away with the uncertainty that the farmers 
are not going to get parity because we are not going to have 
enough money to make up the difference to get parity price. 
To peg the price at parity would be a great deal better than 
the present bill provides. 

Mr. President, I have been a farmer all my life, and l 
have wondered why the grain exchanges and the cotton ex
changes have so much weight_and authority, and so much in
fluence. I have wondered about it a.ll these years and I am 



-912 _CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 6 
still wondering about it. Several times since I have been a 
Member of this body we have voted on a bill · to .put the 
grain exchanges and cotton exchanges out of the short-selling 
business. That would eliminate to a great extent the gam
bling element in the cotton and grain exchanges. \Ve have 
not been able to get votes enough to do it. We have not been 
ab~e to get the cost-of-production provision in a farm bill. 
If the cost-of-production provision were put in the farm bill, 
it would fix the price for the amount of farm products used 
for American consumption based on cost of production and 
fair profit. What would that mean? It would mean the same 
as it did during the World War, when the Government fixed 
the price of wheat. The grain exchanges went out o(-business 
during that period. The price of cotton was not fixed, and an 
immense amount of money was made by speculators on the 
cotton exchanges during the war period. But the wheat ex
changes went out of business, they folded up, because they 
could not continue when the Government fixed the price of 
·wheat. 
· Mr. President, I am wondering, and I know a great many 
farmers throughout this Nation are wondering, why it is 
.we .cannot · get· a cost-of-production. provision in the farm 
bill. Is it because the grain gamblers and the cotton gam-
blers and their friends are too strong? Let us see. When
ever anything is said against the grain exchanges and the 
cotton exchanges a great deal of opposition develops. Rep
resentatives -of the banking interests object. They · seem .to. 
be friendly to the grain exchanges and the cotton exchanges . . 
Representatives of the big insurance companies, and even 

•many manufacturers, and many others will tell Senators 
·privately that they are opposed: to the gambling in the · 
:market, but · when it comes to a straight, open statement 
;which·can be quoted, they back up and ·say, "No, no; do not • 
·quote me." They are afraid of the grain and cotton ex-
changes. Is it possible that this great Government of-ours 

·is afraid of the grain and the cotton- gamblers and the 
stock gamblers? 
· I was not going to say anything about the stock market, 
but I -think the stock market is just about as bad as the 
grain market and the cotton market. I can remember, as • 

·everyone else can, that in 1929, by the unfair manipulation 
of the stock exchange and Wall Street in New York, thou
sands and thousands of- people lost every dollar of' invest
ment they had and went broke, while. a few hundred, or at 
least, comparatively few, of those stock brokers or whatever 

. they might-be called-! call them gamblers-made millions 
and millions· of dollars: The article from which I -quoted 
states that those people who bet wrong on the grain exchange 
lose $2,000,000,000 each year ·and the grain gamblers make 
that much money. 

On the stock market the value · of stocks went · down 
about $30,000,000,000 in 1929, in about a year's tinie; and 

-the people-lost that $30,000,000,000 and the gamblers who 
·bet right made $30,000,000,000 at that time. It caused one 
of the greatest· crashes we have ever had in the United 
States. The newspapers say another crash is pending. · 

Is our Government afraid to deal with the gamblers on 
-the stock market? Are we afraid to deal with the gamblers 
on the wheat market? Are we afraid to deal with the 
gamblers on the cotton market? Senators can draw their 
own conclusions. I have mine. 

Are we afraid in this bill to write a provision guaranteeing 
cost of production to the producers of wheat, com, and 
cotton because it would fix and determine the price to be 
received for our domestic consumption based on cost of 
production? Are we afraid to do that? Everyone will admit 
the farmer is entitled to cost of production and must have 
cost of production if he is going to succeed. Why not give 
it to him? It is not done, because it would put the grain 
exchange and the cotton exchange out of business; because 
it would put out of business those gamblers who are gambling 
in food products and the necessities of life which the people 
must have in order to live. The Government seems· to be 
afraid to curb that group of gamblers. 

Mr. President, I do not know why it is, but there is "some
thing rotten in Denmark." I should like to know what it is. 

If anyone who is a strong supporter of the pending bill 
can answer the question I should like to have it answered: 
I do not care whether he is a Member of the Senate or a 
member of the farm bureau or a representative of the De
partment of Agriculture, or who he is. Why is it we cannot 
have for those -products used for home consumption a fixed 
price that will give the American farmer at least cost of 
production and a fair profit for the amount he raises for 
such consumption and will protect him and guarantee him 
a little profit? 

I have another article to which I wish to refer briefly. ·It 
was published in the Chicago Tribune. I am going to refer 
to it only because it states a fact. The Chicago Tribune has 
been one of the standpat Republican newspapers in Chicago 
that I have criticized; In North Dakota we aTe ·nonpartisan 
and we have been free to criticize any party that we think 
wrong, regardless of the label it may bear. I have been 
elected on the Republican ticket because it is the dominant 
party in North ·Dakota, but elected with the endorsement of 
the Nonpartisan · League. In fact, the Nonpartisan League 
put me in politics. ~ 

In an article published in the · Chicago Tribune on October 
10 it is said: . -

Imports cost farme: home .market._ 

The article states that the imports of agricultural products 
coming in during the last year would require . 30,000,000 acres 

·of farm lands to produce. It ·would require 30,000,000 acres 
,of land to produce the products ~.which have come into the 
,United States _·during th~ last -yea:r: .from foreign countrie~. 
Of. course, we had a drought last year, and there was a short
age of some of those products, but a · great many of the out-

. side products came in and are commg. in now. '. - -

.. We had ~a large crop of potatoes this year, .and in North 
Datrota we were selling United States No. 1 potatoes for 15 
cents-a bushel. . They were properly graded, too. Only last 
-week. a cargo- of -potatoes was brought in on a foreign ship 
·from northeastern Canada to Jacksonville, Fla., seed potatoes, 
certified · seed. ..They come in direct competition with the 
c.ertified seed . raised in my own State, as well as in Maine, 

·Michigan, Idaho, Colorado, and other States where certified 
seed potatoes are raised. We raise . certified seed potatoes 
and sell them in the South because they grow better than the 
seed potatoes produced in . the South. In the past. we have 
had in the South a good market, but now seed potatoes are 
coming in from Canada and are us~d in Florida, while· j:w;t 
before the ground frpze in my State potatoes were being _sold 
on the market for 15 cents .a bushel. . 
. We cannot compete witlr the foreign potatoes which were 
brought from _ Canada on a Scandinavian ship which took 

. the potatoes to Florida on an ocean rate. I was told by a 
Representative in Congress from one of the potato-producing 
·States. that the rate was about 10 cents a hundred. That iS 
all they paid for shipping potatoes from Canada to Fl.orida.. 
·It costs us in the neighborhood of 70 cents a hundred to ship 
. by rail from North Dakota to Florida. It costs the potato 
_growers of Maine shipping by coastwise vessels about 3o cents 
a hundred; 
- We cannot compete with the Canadian potatoes; the po
·tato ·growers in Maine; right across the Canadian line, can
not compete with them, and yet those Canadian potatoes 
are coming ·in at a reduced tariff rate under a reciprocal 
trade agreement. If there is anything about that recipro
cal trade agreement that is beneficial to the farmers I should 
like to know what it is. That is one New Deal measure 
against which I voted and I am proud of the fact that I did. 
I voted against its extension during the last session of the 
Congress because, as I said then and now repeat, the recip
rocal trade agreements have made the American farmer the 
goat, and the result is that farm products are being brought 
in from foreign countries at reduced prices in direct com
petition with our products in trade for manufactured goods. 

The manufacturers do not need help half so much as do 
the farmers. The manufacturer can fix his own price for 
his product and he does fix it. If he produces a surplus 
what does he do? He has two prices, Just as we would like to 
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have in this · control of surplus bill. We should have two 
prices for the farmer as well as for the manufacturer. 

I remember a former Representative . in Congress from 
my home State years ago, a Scandinavian, who served· in 
the House of Representatives. · While he was in the House 
he made a trip to Norway, to his old home community. 
While there he happened to be talking with a farm-ma
chinery dealer. The dealer had a grain binder that was 
made in the United States. He asked the price of it and 
was surprised to find the price much less than he could buy 
the same kind of binder for in -North Dakota. The Repre
sentative bought one of those binders from the dealer at 
the regular price in Norway, shipped it by local freight 
across the water to New York and by local rail freight to 
North Dakota, and laid it down on his farm there at a less 
price than he could have bought it for at home. 

Why? Because the Harvester Co. had a surplus that year. 
At home they charged the cost of production ·plus a good 
fair profit and got it. Anyone wanting a binder in the . 
United States had to pay that price or go without a binder. 
But the company had a surplus and shipped that surplus 
abroad and sold it away below cost of production in order 
to get rid of the surplus. Remember, they got cost of pro
duction plus a fair profit for the binders they sold in the 
United States. Other American manufacturers here do the 
same thing·. I remember a former Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
Brookhart, telling · about a· fountain-pen company that · had 
a factory in his State: He told of · the -prices at ·which their 
pens sold at home for domestic consumption. They sold . 
at a price based ·on cost of production plus a fair profit; 
but for the surplus they ·shipped abroad they took any_price ~ 
they could get. It was good business for them, but it seems 
that it is not good business for the farmers to have_ cost of 
production plus a fair profit for their products used and · 
consumed in the United States and to have the surplus 
handled by the Government· through an ever-normal gran
ary and sold for whatever . price may be obtained. That 
would control production; in my opinion, because automati-:. 
cally the farmer would cut down production if he found 
that for only a certain percentage of what he raised would 
there be a home market in which .he could get a fair price, 
and that the remainder would be -sold below cost of pro
duction. He would naturally. cut .down to somewhere near 
what would be used for home consumption.-

! hope before the discussion is concluded that something 
along that line will be offered in the .way of an amendment 
and that there will be a fair discussion of that feature before 
the final vote is taken. I know that if the farmers; even those 
who came out definitely in favor of the so-called ever-nortna.l
granary bill, had had the ·proposal put to them whether they 
did not think they should have cost of production plus a fair 
profit, they would invariably answer, "Yes.'' Some were 
afraid they could not get it. They had been told many times 
they could not get it, that it was unfair. 

I read from the platforms showing that both the Demo
cratic Party and the Republican Party had gone on record 
time after time in their p!atforms saying that they wanted 
to put the farmer on a parity with industry-yes, on a parity 
with industry. Industry gets cost of production plus a fair 
profit for the products sold at home and then if . there is a 
surplus it is exported; and when they export any of . their 
products they take whatever price they can get. We ought 
to have some such provision for the farmer. I hope that 
before the debate is closed or the consideration of the bill 
is concluded a substitute will be offered based on cost of 
production for the amount used for home consumption in 
the United States. 

Mr. POPE. Mr, President, will the Senator from North 
Dakota yield at that point? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly. 
Mr. POPE. The Senator referred to the substitute offered 

by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE]. I wonder if the 
Senator understands, as I do, that that does not provide for 
cost of production? 

LXXXIl-58 

Mr. FRAZIER. · I said I hoped it would be amended to 
include it or that I thought it would be better if it were so 
amended. 
· Mr. POPE. It merely provides for parity price, and then 
in the event there is not sufficient money to pay the parity 
price only a pro rata part would be paid. The Senator indi
cated a· few minutes ago it is not likely additional money 
over the $500,000,000 will be provided: If that be true, then 
just what additional good would such a bill do toward 
reaching parity price or cost of production? 
· Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator is referring to the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. POPE. Yes. 
Mr. FRAZIER. There are some other features of that 

substitute which I think. are very good. 
Mr. POPE. Does the Senator refer to graduated pay

ments? 
· Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; I think that provision should be in.: 
eluded in whatever bill we pass. -

Mr. POPE. If there is no valtle . in the substitute other 
than the provision for graduated payments, could not. that 
be covered by amending the Soil Conservation Act? ' 

Mr. FRAZIER. I think there ·are-more good features than 
that. I read th.e substitute of the· Senator t'rom Oklahoma 
and heard his explanation of it. I will let him answer that 
question. . . · . · ' · ' 

,.: "" . .. • , • ' ... • ..... ·-• - ... " •• ...,_.r--: 
r Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for that 
purpose? ...... _ 
, Mr. fRAZ!lfu.t·. ~Certainly. . . . . _ 
· Mr. JEE.~ One great .advantage of. the substitute is .that" 
it does not 'iiroVide for . cro:P control' and·- coercive redu<:tion 
as is provide~ ' In the committe~ bill. ,That is very, offensiy~ , 
to t}:le_I~r~er~ ... ~ome of them .ma.Y. have .agreed to .it, but 
if they di4 Jt was because they l understood it . was that or 
nothing else. . · · . · 

The substitute has the advantage also, may I point out~ 
of not cutting o_ff our foreign markets. It provides in effect 
the same principle as the Senator from North Dakota men
tioned with.respect to a.tw.o-price system. While it is really 
~ one-price measure, yet in -effect; it provides for the two~ 
price system, by giving the farmer a bounty. to make up the 
difference between what he rec.eives and what he should 
receive if he got parity. One of the .Senators in charge of 
the . bill calleq that. a dqle, a gift. . - . r 

.. It is not a dole. . It . is ,not a gift. . It- is simply. a payment 
of the. balan.ce due that we owe the farmer for what . .we are 
eating that he is producing below .what it costs him to pro~ 
duce it. The Senator's views are that the balance is against 
the farmer, that the tariff gives the manufacturer an eco~ 
nomic advantage, and that the farmer is not receiving what 
he should lor what we are eating and wearing. The pay
ment I propose would not be a dole. It would not be a gift. 
Shame on those who say it would be a dole when it-would 
simply pay a back debt, the rest of what we owe the farmer 
for what he has produced for us, that we are eating and 
wearing in this country. 

That is one of the advantages the substitute bill would 
have, because it would equalize that economic advantage; 
but the greatest advantage it . would have over the committee 
bill is that it would not cut off our export trade, which, in my 
opinion, the committee bill would do. 

Mr. McGTIL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
North Dakota yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. McGILL. I should like to inquire of the Senator 

from Oklahoma if he does not believe we are selling on the 
export market all the wheat and cotton the foreign market 
will take at this time. 

Mr. LEE. No, sir. 
Mr. McGILL. Why do we not sell more, then? We have 

the wheat for sale. We are ready to sell it. The farmers 
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are willing to sell it on the export market; and I believe the 
truth is the export market will not take it. 

Mr. LEE. The reason is because when we artificially 
jacked up the price by crop control, we lost some customers; 
and when a customer is once lost it is pretty bard to get him 
back. 

Mr. McG.ilJL. The Senator seems to think his bill will 
guarantee getting back an export market. There are about 
250,000,000 bushels of wheat in this country today ready to 
go on the export market if the export market will take it. 

Mr. LEE. And if the farmer had a fair price for the part 
we use in this country, he would be in a position to lower 
the price on the surplus and undersell any competitor, and 
he would be willing to do it; and we would then regain the 
market in wheat as well as the market in cotton. The 
farmer is ready to go in and give the world a licking on 
export trade if we will give him a fair price for the part we 
use in this country, and put him in an advantageous eco
nomic position to undersell his competitors if necessary. If 
we do that, he will regain that market. 

Mr. McGllL. If the surplus were bought on the export 
market, we should have no trouble with reference to the 
commodity price in this country. So far as any program we 
have heretofore had is concerned, the fact remains that we 
produced in this country this year 886,000,000 or 887,000,000 
bushels of wheat, and had a 90,000,000-bushel carry-over. 
There is an ample supply on hand; and the export markets, 
1f they will just buy it, can have it. There is no question 
but that the farmers are ready to sell it. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator fmther yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

North Dakota fmther yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. FRAZIER. Yes. 
Mr. LEE. If the program that the Senator is sponsoring 

under this bill should go into effect, granting for argument's 
sake that it would raise the price of cotton to parity, which 
is 16% cents a pound, does the Senator think we could sell 
5,000,000 bales on the world market at 16 Y2 cents a pound 
next year? 

Mr. McGllL. Oh, no; no one contends that. 
Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator believe, then, that we 

should lose the sale of the 5,000,000 bales we are now ex
porting? 

Mr. McGILL. I am not under the impression that the 
bill will establish any such price for cotton as the Senator 
assumes, nor do I take the position that the bill will guar
antee parity prices for any of the commodities named in it. 
The Senator from Oklahoma assumes that if his substitute 
bill should be enacted into law, the surplus of wheat in this 
country could be sold in the world market. I take the posi
tion that there is nothing today to prevent our surplus wheat 
from going into the world market if the world market will 
only take it. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I think that question may 
be better argued out when we get to the Senator's substi
tute. 

I promised to yield to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, in connection 
with the statement just made by the Senator from Kansas 
£Mr. McGILL], I desire to call his attention to the fact that 
Canada undersells the United States from 14 to 16 cents a 
bushel. The Canadians have that -much of an advantage in 
Liverpool over our producers; and we cannot sell any wheat 
on the Liverpool market until we drop below the 14 or 16 
cents a bushel advantage that they have over us on the 
Liverpool market. 

Mr. McGILL. What the Senator from Colorado sayg is 
correct; that is, that Canadian wheat on the Liverpool mar
ket sells at a better price than our wheat sells on the Liver
pool market. That is due, I think, to our tariff system. W~ 
have had high tariffs--if that is a good expression to use-
in recent years. The British Government levies a ta.ri1I 
against the importation of American wheat, but levies no 
tariff against its colonies, and levies no tarift against the 

Importation into the British Isles of Canadian wheat. That 
is the reason for the difference in our ability to seJI. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, referring to the statement 
in regard to canadian wheat, I have here a letter from the 
Equity Elevator & Trading Co. of McVille, N. Dak., making 
inquiry as to why it is that the Winnipeg wheat market is, 
or was at that time, 23 cents above the same grade of wheat 
in Minneapolis. I have kept track from time to time of the 
Winnipeg wheat market during the past several weeks, and 
the price has ranged from 15 to 20 or 25 cents a bushel 
more in Winnipeg for the same grade of wheat than in Min
neapolis. I took up the matter with the Grain Futures Divi
sion of the Department of Agriculture. They wrote back, 
after making some investigations, and said that there were 
several reasons for it. One was a shortage of wheat in Can
ada this year, and another thing was that the British Gov
ernment pay a bounty or a premium on Canadian wheat 
imported into England, because it is from their own coun
try and because of that premium price for Canadian wheat 
they can afford to put their local price a little higher than 
they would otherwise do in Winnipeg. 

Mr. McGILL. Does the Senator from North Dakota agree 
with what I said also concerning tariff duties levied by tho 
British Government against our wheat, and no tariff duty 
being levied against canadian wheat? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes, Mr. President. 
I have here a number of letters, but I am not going to 

take time to read them, bearing on this farm bill. I think 
I have expressed the sentiments contained in the letter fairly 
well, or at least as well as I could. I have the statement of 
Mr. Talbott, the president of the North Dakota Farmers• 
Union, that he made before our committee at Grand Forks. 
He made a very good statement. He had attended an inter
state conference at Omaha, I think, a few days before that 
time, or a few weeks before that time, and they had adopted 
a program there. He says, among other things: 

Cost of production has always been our objective in the Farmers• 
Union organization, and the members of this conference group 
recommend the following eight-point legislative program. 

But that is a part of our hearing, and I shall not take the 
time to read it. It is a very good eight-point program, 
endorsing soil conservation, and so forth; but they do favor 
cost of production, because that is what they h~ve favored 
for years in the Farmers' Union organization. 

I desire to call attention to just one more thing. 
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from North 

Dakota allow me to ask him a question? 
.The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senll.tor from 

North Dakota yield to the Senator from Dlinois? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator. 
Mr. LEWIS. Since the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 

McGILL] has just indicated, and the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. LEE] seemingly confirms the statement, and the Sena
tor from Colorado I think seemingly endorses it, that it is 
the tariff levied by England upon American wheat but with
held as to Canadian wheat which makes it improbable or 
unlikely that Americans could have a profit for their wheat 
sent to Liverpool, I ask the Senator from North Dakota this 
question: 

We have heard something of a trade treaty proposed or 
now propounded by England; and the able Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the leader, some time ago placed 
in the RECORD some suggestions as to the contents of that 
treaty. Can the Senator from North Dakota inform us of 
any provision anyWhere in that treaty which will equalize 
that tariff so as to let the farm products of America find 
their way upon an equal basis with the farm products of 
Canada either into England or into the world markets? 

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator means in the reciprocal-trade 
agreement? 

Mr. LEWIS. As it is proposed; yes, sir. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Not that I know of. I am not an au

thority on the reciprocal trade agreements; but, as I stated 
heretofore-! think before the Senator from Dlinois came 
into the Chamber-in my opinion the reciprocal trade agree-
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ments have in every case been to the detriment of the 
American farmer, 

Mr. LEWIS. I appreciate the suggestion of the Senator. 
Mr. FRAZIER. At the present time there is pending be

fore · the Interstate Commerce Commission a railroad case, 
which has been going on for some days, in which the rail
roads have asked for an increase of 15 percent in freight 
rates. The freight rates on agricultural products amount 
to at least 20 percent, or a little more, of the total freight 
rates of the roads. In our Middle West States they amount 
to a higher percentage than that. In North Dakota I un
derstand that 26 percent of the freight handled in the State 
is composed of agricultural products; and, of course, a 15-
percent raise in freight rates would mean quite a ra1se for 
the farmers of that State. The total increase under the 
15 percent would be $508,000,000, and on agricultural prod
ucts, say, of 20 percent or a little more, it would be over 
$100,000,000. So, if this request is granted to the railroads, 
and we do get the $500,000,000 benefit that this bill carries 
to the farmers, or the portion of it that will go to the farm
ers, $100,000,000 of it will come· out of the farmers' income 
for additional freight rates if the application that is now 
pending before the Interstate Commerce Commission should 
be"decided in favor of the railroad companies. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. I fully agree with what the Senator from 

North Dakota has just said relative tO the application for 
increased freight rates. If I am correctly informed, that 
application requests an allowance for an increase of freight 
rates on raw commodities, raw materials. Many commodi
ties while in the raw state, as produced on the farm, are not, 
as a rule, transported over any other kind of a carrier system 
than railroads. BuS lines, trucks, and so forth, are not in 
position to compete with the railroad companies in the trans
portation of those commodities, if I am correctly informed. 
I sincerely hope that such an order will not be granted, nor 
any such increased rate be permitted. I sincerely hope the 
railroads may be required to stay on a competitive basis with 
the truck-line systems insofar at least as the transportation 
of such commodities is concerned. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, in my opinion if the in
crease of 15 percent is granted, many of the raw products of 
the farm now handled. by railroads will be handled by trucks 
in the future. · 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. Are there not other problems to be 

associated in comparing conditions in the United States and 
Canada besides the freight rates? Of course, the national 
rat)roads of Canada under their charter have a certain pro
vision about rates from Saskatchewan and Alberta to the 
lake head which will always give them .an advantage over 
the American farmer shipping from Montana, or a distance 
similar to that. The result of the very low freight rate in 
Canada is that there is a deficit in the operation of the na
tional railroads, which is made up from the Federal Treasury 
of Canada. I do not know what the figures are -now, but 
1 year recently the deficit was $90,000,000. 

In addition to that, I ask the Senator from North Dakota 
whether it is not true that during times when the weather 
is comparable the more fertile and fresher lands of Canada 
will produce a greater yield per acre than will the farms in 
the United States? Is that not a fact? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Some of the new land in northwestern 
Canada does produce exceptionally large yields. 

Mr. COPELAND. In the next place, the basic value of the 
farms-that is, the cost to the holders-is very much less 
than in the case of the American farmer. 

Mr. FRAZIER. They are less expensive. 
Mr. COPELAND. So that the farmer here has a greater 

overhead than the Canadian farmer has. 
Mr. FRAZIER. That is correct. 

Mr. COPELAND. And beyond that, is it not true that the 
cost of farm labor in Canada is less than the cost of farm 
labor in the United States? 

Mr. FRAZIER. That is correct. 
· Mr. COPELAND. When we add all these various factors, 

the Canadian wheat farmer has a tremendous advantage 
over the American wheat farmer, and it logically follows 
that unless the American wheat farmer can by some . 
arrangement secure an equalization he will always be at a 
disadvantage. 

There is the further fact that blood is thicker than water, 
and Liverpool being the market for the export of wheat, 
the Englishman will buy from the Canadian before he will 
buy from the American, and by the proposed treaty ar
rangement with the Dominions the Canadian farmer will 
have an advantage in the way of a bonus over the American 
farmer in the price of wheat. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator 
from New York, I wish to say that what he says is true 
about freight rates, and so forth. The freight rates in 
Canada on wheat, as I recall, are about 60 percent of what 
they are in the United States, what we pay in North Dakota, 
just across the line from them. The argument of the Sena
tor from New York also applies to the bread that is now 
shipped into his own State from Canada free of duty and 
sent by truck to as far south as New York City and to Rhode 
Isla-nd and all the other States in New England. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, to add one more point to what 

the Senator from New York has suggested, if we artificially 
raise the price of wheat in this country to a higher point, 
will not make it still more difficult, if not impossible, for 
the farmer in this country to sell his wheat on the world 
market? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Under the present provisions of the bill, I 
think it would; but if the farmer got cost of production for 
the amount used in home consumption, the surplus could 
be sold by the Government or some export board at a lower 
price, whatever they could get for it, because it would be a 
surplus, after the normal granary was taken care of. The 
Government could sell the surplus for whatever they could · 
get and pay the farmer, after deducting expenses, whatever 
was left. 

Mr. LEE. I agree with the Senator on that point. My 
statement was intended to further answer the question asked 
by the Senator from Kansas about selling wheat. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The junior Senator from California [Mr. 
McAnooJ introduced what I think is a very good agricultural 
bill, a bill providing for the -cost of production for the 
amount used in home consumption, and the sale of the: sur
plus, so-called, after taking care of tha normal-granary fea
ture at the world market. 

Mr. :MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 
Mr. :MINTON. The Senator from New York brought out 

some very decided disadvantages American wheat has in the 
world market in comparison with Canadian wheat. Are we 
to go ahead and produce more wheat so that the farmer can 
go into the world market and meet this stiff competition 
which Canada is already giving them in the world market, or 
shall we cut out that surplus wheat and not have to meet that 
stiff competition in the world market? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Personally, I think the productiC'n of 
wheat will be cut down somewhat. We do not have any 
great surplus, and there is more of an underconsumption 
than there is a surplus. I think that is generally admitted 
as to wheat and corn. 

Mr. MINTON. Let me ask one other question, prompted 
by the repeated statement of the Senator from Oklahoma 
that the raising of the price of wheat here has the effect of 
raising the price -in the world market. It does not make any 
difference what price we might fix for our wheat here, it 
would not have anything to do with the world market price 
of wheat. · 
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Mr. FRAZIER. That is the general argument, that 1t does 
have an effect on the world market but how much it would 
affect it I do not know. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I have understood that to be the 
whole purpose of the committee bill, particularly as to cot
ton, so to reduce the production in the United States as to 
raise the world price, because unless there is the two-price 
system, we cannot raise the price in the United States with
out raising the whole world price. I thank the Senator from 
Indiana for that contribution. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE---MILEAGE APPROPRIATIONS 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed a joint resolution <H. J. Res. 525) to make the 
existing appropriations for mileage of Senators and Repre
sentatives immediately available for payment, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate the joint resolution just received from the Honse, 
making the mileage already appropriated available for pay
ment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER CMr. CHAVEZ in the chair). 
The Chair lays before the Senate a joint resolution from the 
House of Representatives, which will be read. 

The joint resolution CH. J. Res. 525) to make existing ap
propriations for mileage of Senators and Representatives 
immediately available for payment was read the first time 
by its title and the second time at length, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the appropriations for mileage of the Presi· 
dent of the Senate and of Senators and for Representatives, the 
Delegate from Hawaii, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, and for expenses of the Delegate from Alaska, contained in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1938, are hereby made avail
able for and authorized to be paid to the President of the Senate, 
Senators, Representatives, Delegates, and the Resident Commi.g.. 
sioner from Puerto Rico for attendance on the second session of 
the Seventy-fifth Congress. 

Mr. GLASS. I ask unanimous consent for the present con
sideration of the joint resolution. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill CS. 2787) 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of the major agri
cultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. SCHWELLElfflACH obtained the :floor. 
Mr. POPE. Mr. President. will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Adams · Davis La. Follette 
Andrews Donahey Lee 
Ashurst Duffy Lewis 
Austin Ellender Logan 
Bailey Frazier Lonergan 
Bankhead George Lundeen 
Barkley Gerry McAdoo 
Bilbo Gibson McGill 
Borah Gillette McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Glass McNary 
Brown, N. H. Graves Miller 
Bulkley Green Minton 
Bulow Guffey Murray 
Burke Harrison Neely 
Byrd Hatch Norris 
Byrnes Hayden Nye 
Capper Herring O'Mahoney 
Caraway Hitchcock OVerton 
Chavez Johnson Calif. Pepper 
Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Copeland King Pope 

Radclllfe 
Bussell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard. 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
White 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is preseut. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, when the Sen
ate shall proceed to the consideration of the substitute offered· 
by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], I shall take .ad
vantage of the opportunity to discuss more at length the 

production-control feature of the pending bill. At this time, 
however, I wish to discuss briefiy a suggestion made on last 
Friday by the distinguished senior Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. BoRAH]. I was very much impressed with the discus
sion of this measure by the Senator from Idaho, as I always 
am impressed by his eloquence. I do not care at this time to 
discuss the criticism which he made of the pending measure, 
but rather to discuss the proposal which he made at the end 
of his address at the instance of the senior Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] who requested that he state what 
he would do in the solution of the agricultural problem. 

The Senator from Idaho said: 
I would deal with the question of surplus alone. I would not in

terfere with production, leaving that to the farmer; but I would as 
a Government, where it was necessary to assist 1n disposing of these 
surpluses, take the surplus off the market and separate it from 
the domestic demand. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Would that involve the Government purchase 
of these surpluses? 

Mr. BORAH. It might and it might not. • • • 
I do not think the Senator understood my statement. I said 

that we would issue a certificate for the surplus, and when we 
used the stutf for the purpose of feeding the poor, and so forth, we 
would buy it and pay for it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is, the Government would buy it and pay 
for tt. 

Mr. BoRAH. Yes; exactly. I would pay out our money to feed 
the needy rather than pay out our money to make it more 
difficult to get food. 

I wish to discuss this question solely from the point of 
view of the expense which would be involved to the Treasury 
if this proposal were carried out. 

Mr. President, it is a very simple matter, particularly in 
the discussion of an intricate problem such as the problem 
of agriculture, to take any proposal and criticize it and to 
say that we cannot be for that particular proposal. It is 
much more difficult to suggest a plan which will work prac
tically. I think, in evaluating the plan which has been pre
sented to us by the senior Senator from Idaho, we should 
first consider what the cost would be. 

There is much discussion these days on Capitol Hill, in 
the Departments, and particularly in the newspapers, about 
the question of balancing the Budget. We have been told 
that there will probably be available to the Congress for the 
purpose of implementing the proposed legislation the sum 
of only $500,000,000 unless new taxes shall be imposed. It is 
said that it is of supreme importance that we should balance 
the Budget during the next fiscal year. 

So I think it might be advisable, in considering the Sena
tor's proposal, that we find out the cost during the next fiscal 
year of taking care of the problem so far as our present sur
pluses are concerned and the cost of taking care of the 
problem so far as the fiscal year 1938-39 is concerned, which 
would include the 1938 crop. 

I desire to present, first, the figures as to the cost with 
respect to corn, cotton. and wheat. The carry-over, begin· 
ning with the 1937-38 marketing year-this year-is 65,-
000,000 bushels of com. Our 1937 production of corn, it is 
estimated, will be 2,650,000,000 bushels. Our . 1937 supply. 
then, is 2,715,000,000 bushels of com. We have an estimate 
of consumption and exports for this year of 2,250,000,000 
bushels, leaving a probable surplus on the basis of our present 
stock of 465,000,000 bushels. 

Of cotton we had a carry-over at the beginning of the 
year of 6,200,000 bales, a production of 18,200,000 bales, 
making a 1937 supply o! 24,400,000 bales, and an estimated 
consumption and export of 13,000,000 bales, or a surplus of 
11,400,000 bales. 

In the case of wheat we had a carry-over of 103,000,000 
bushels, and a production this year of 887,000,000 bushels, or 
a 1937 supply of 990,000,000 bushels. The estimated con
sumption and exports aggregate 685,000,000 bushels, leaving 
a surplus of 305,000,000 bushels. 

I take it, from what ha.s been said here, that it is the 
purpose and desire of everyone, no matter what he may think 
of any particular piece of legislation, to secure for the 
fanner parity. Certainly tale Senator ·from Idaho [Mr. 
BoRAH] would not have our Government pay to the farmer 
for the purchase of these surpluSes an amount under the 
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amount of parity. I was very much interested in his criti
cism of the bill the other day because of the fact that he 
said that the bill froze the farmer to parity, and that he 
wanted the farmer to get something better than parity. I 
think it is only right to assume that he and every other 
Senator, in :figuring what he would pay for these surpluses, 
would pay parity. Upon the basis of the surplus which I 
have read, it would cost us $395,000,000 for com, $935,000,000 
for cotton, and $357,000,000 for wheat, or a total of $1,687,-
000,000, to buy the surpluses which the Senator said we 
should buy and give away to the poor of the country. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. Perhaps my inquiry comes too late. I 

thought the :figures the distinguished Senator was giving 
represented the cost to the Government if the items men
tioned in the bill were to receive full parity price. It seems, 
however, that those :figures represent the cost to the Gov
ernment if we should attempt to purchase the supplies 
necessary to feed and clothe those in need. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The purpose of the proposal 
made by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] on Friday 
was to purchase the surplus. He pointed out that one-third 
of our population was underclad and underfed, and that cer
tainly we needed-! do not remember the :figures-the 
product of many thousand more acres in order to supply 
those within the country who were underclad and underfed. 
Therefore, in evaluating his proposal, since he objected most 
strongly to the provision of the bill, which he said would 
freeze the farmers at parity, I think we have a right to 
assume that, if the farmer is to sell the surplus to the United 
States Government for the purpose of distribution to the 
poor and the underclad and the underfed, the Government 
should pay no less than parity for all the surpluses we 
purchase. 
. Mr. McNARY. That is the point. The :figures given by 
the able Senator from Washington are based on parity 
:figures as defined in this bill-the full parity price. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY. If the :figures are based on full parity 

price, then could it be argued that if the bill should operate 
in the fashion that is outlined, it would cost that much 
money this year; · namely; in excess of a billion dollars? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No; there is absolutely no con
nection between the provisions of the bill and the proposal 
of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McNARY. That is what I am trying to elicit from 
the able Senator. The Senator from Idaho stated that he 
would favor buying these surpluses for those in need. That 
was his proposal. Now the able Senator says that to do so 
would cost the Government in excess of one billion dollars, 
based on parity prices as defined by this measure. That is 
his statement. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Let me answer the question in 
this way: Before I get through I intend to attempt to show 
what I think the cost will be under the Pope-McGill bill in 
comparison with the cost under the proposal of the Senator 
from Idaho. I would rather :finish presenting these figures 
before going into that phase of the subject. 

Mr. McNARY. I shall be glad to give the Senator the op
.portunity, because a very important proposal is now enun
ciated. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I take it that 
when the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] proposes that 
the Government shall purchase these surpluses, it is not 
proposed that the poor people in New York shall go out to 
Iowa and take up their corn and take it back to New York. 

He does not propose that the poor people of the South 
shall come up into Kansas and North Dakota and collect 
their wheat and take it back to the South. If these food
stuffs and the cotton are to be made available to those who 
need them, of course it is necessary that they be transported 
from the place where they are produced to the place where 
they are to be consumed. I take it, further, that the Senator 
would not contend that the Government could take a bale 
of cotton up into the slums of New York where somebody 

was underclad, and simply deposit the bale of cotton in the 
slum apartment, and that he would not want us to take a 
bushel of com or a sack of wheat there. These goods must 
be processed; and if the Government purchases them from 
the farmers for the purpose of turning them over to those 
who need them, the Government must assume the responsi
bility of paying the cost of transportation, processing, and 
distribution. 
· These needy people do not want a bale of cotton. They 
want a cotton shirt. They do not want a bushel of corn. 
They want some pork chops. They do not want a bushel 
of wheat or a sack of wheat. They want bread. If the 
Government assumes the responsibility for furnishing these 
things, the Government must assume the cost. 

There are many ways of :figuring what the cost would be. 
A survey has been ·made so far as bread is concerned with 
regard to the years 1928 to 1932, inclusive. The survey 
shows that the cost of transporting and processing a loaf 
of bread was five and one-half times the amount that the 
farmer received for the wheat which went into the bread. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am very much interested in there

mark the Senator has just made to the effect that all these 
commodities must be processed before they are available to 
those who are to consume them. Does not that indicate to 
the Senator that the most important thing we can do is to 
provide the means whereby we can, so to speak, hook. the 
production of the raw commodity to the industrial process 
of manufacturing the raw commodity, so that the persons 
who are now lacking in housing, in food, and in clothing 
may have them? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I recognize the importance of 
what the Senator says. However, I should like to call the 
Senator's attention to the fact that I am talking under either 
a 15-minute or a 45-minute rule, and I cannot take time 
now to discuss that matter in detail. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I appreciate that fact, Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Members of this body will re

member that 2 years ago the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. SMITH), the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, told about the percentage of cost of the cotton 
which went into a $2 shirt. He explained that 4% cents of 
the cost of a $2 shirt actually went · to the cotton farmer. 
Surveys have been made, figures of which I have just se
cured, showing that today the amount the cotton farmer 
receives compared to the cost of the shirt is 5 percent; in 
other words, that he receives only one-twentieth of the total 
amount. In the case of overalls, the percentage is 9 percent. 
The cotton farmer receives a little less than one-tenth of 
the cost of the overalls. I am not going to take those figures 
as the basis of my remarks, however, because of the fact 
that if we should take either the 5%-times :figures of bread 
or the 20-times figures of cotton, they would bring us to a 
point which it would be impossible even to understand. 
· A survey has been made concerning 14 food commodities 
in this country for the period between 1928 and 1932, inclu
sive, for the purpose of determining typical retail costs to 
the consumer as compared with the average typical amount 
that the farmer received for the agricultural products which 
went into those foods. Those figures show that the cost to 
the consumer is 2.44 times the amount that the farmer re
ceives. Therefore, when the Senator from Idaho proposes 
that we should buy these farm products, and when he pro
poses that we should deliver them to those who are underfed 
and who are underclad, we are certainly conservative in the 
light of the wheat :figure and in the light of the cotton figure 
in using this average of 2.44; and I have attempted to work 
out that calculation. It shows that if the Government should 
this year buy the present surpluses which I have pointed out, 
which would cost $1,687,000,000, and then do with them what 
the Senator from Idaho proposes,. on this year's surplus of 
corn, cotton, and wheat we should have a cost of $4,116,280,000. 
'Ibat is on three commodities, com; cotton, and wheat. 

But we are considering . the question of balancing the 
Budget now, during the 193~9 period. Therefore we 
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must take the 1938 crop in considering the cost so far as 
these figures are concerned. Using the average we have had 
during the past few years of the production of these three 
commodities-! am not going to read the details as I did 
with respect to the others, but I shall ask unanimous consent 
that the entire table be printed in the RECORD at the end of 
my remarks-we should have the figure of $319,000,000 that 
it would cost to buy the corn surplus; it would cost $410,-
000,000 to buy the cotton surplus, and it would cost $320,-
000,000 to buy the wheat surplus, or a total of $1,051,000,000 
to take care of the purchase of the surpluses of the 1938 crop. 
Multiply that by 2.44 in order to find the amount it would cost 
not only to buy these surpluses, but also to process and 
distribute them, and it will be found that it would cost for 
the 1938 crop a total of $2,564,444,000, or a total cost of 
$6,680,724,000 for disposing of the three crops of our present 
surpluses, plus the 1938 surplus of corn, cotton, and wheat 
alone. 

Then if we tell the cotton farmer and the com farmer and 
the wheat farmer that the Government is going to buy their 
surpluses and distribute their surpluses among the poor of the 
country, we cannot avoid the responsibility of doing preciselY 
the same thing with every other producer of agricultural com
modities. I cannot go back home and tell my apple growers 
that the wheat farmers just a few miles away are having their 
surplus bought by the Federal Government for distribution 
among the poor, but no similar provision is made for their 
apples; and certainly the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
will agree with me that if the poor of the country want wheat 
and com and cotton, they are entitled to apples at the same 
time. If the poor of the country are entitled to wheat, corn, 
and cotton, they certainly are entitled to potatoes and to 
every other food forming part of a balanced diet. Therefore 
if we are going to take the course which the Senator proposes, 
we must purchase the surpluses and distribute them. 

Figuring at parity prices, it would cost $612,500,000 to pur
chase those commodities. They, too, must be distributed. 
We cannot send the poor people from New York down into 
Virginia or out into my State of Washington to enable them 
to get apples. The apples must be transported and must be 
delivered. Using the same figure of 2.44, we find the cost of 
the purchase and distribution and processing, if necessary, of 
these products would amount to $1,494,500,000, or a total cost 
between now and the 30th of June 1939, the period in which 
we seem to be determined to balance the Budget, of 
$8,175,224,000. 

Senators who are so determined to balance the Budget 
should be asked to consider these :figures in connection with 
the feasibility or practicability of the proposal of the senior 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. B()RAH]. 

Furthermore, if the people in the country who grow these 
crops know that their surpluses are going to be purchased bY 
the Government, if they are going to be so sure there will be 
no control of production, they are not going to reduce their 
acreage but will increase it. Not only that but they are going 
to transfer those acreages from crops which are low-priced 
to those which are high priced. It would mean that the 
amount which we would expend in the next year and a half, 
under the proposal of the Senator from Idaho, probably 
would be very greatly exceeded by the figures in succeeding 
years. 

Another thing that must be considered in connection with 
the practicability of the proposal of the senior Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] is that the underfed and underclad peo
ple are receiving at the present time some wheat, some 
bread, some com, some cotton, and some potatoes. To the 
extent that they were fed by the Government purchases of 
surpluses, their own purchases of those items would be elim
inated, and we not only would not be able to take care of 
the situation by the simple process of spending $8,175,000,000 
for surpluses, but we would reduce the amount the farmers 
themselves would receive through the present method of 
marketing. 

I present these facts and figures so that those Senators 
who feel that the committee bill is so difllcult to understand 

and that it should be so easy to make up some sort of a 
proposal whereby we would not subject anybody to regi
mentation and would not subject anybody to control on the 
part of the Government, even to the extent of arguing with 
them about their crop, may consider where one of the pro
posals would lead us. This proposal was made in absolute 
sincerity and good faith, and yet when it is analyzed we 
find it would result in a cost of $8,175,000,000, at least, dur
ID.g the next year and a half. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] asked me to say 
why the committee bill would not result in the same sort 
of cost. I said I would undertake the perhaps foolishly 
daring task of saYing what I think the committee bill might 
cost. We can determine the lowest cost of the committee 
bill by taking 45 percent of the $500,000,000 conservation 
payment. In other words, under the bill it is provided that 
45 percent of the $500,000,000 will be continued. Assuming 
over a period of years, a period of the next 7 years, that the 
bill shall be in operation and that conditions are just as 
bad and just as good as they have been from 1930 to 1937, 
what would be the amount the bill would cost the Govern
ment, outside the cost of administration? 

The testimony before the committee was that the cost of 
administration of the soil-conservation program was about 
10 percent, of which 7 or 8 percent went to the farmers' 
committees in the counties. The figures show that so far as 
actual governmental administration costs are concerned, 
during the period in which the soil-conservation program 
has been in existence, the administrative expense of spend
ing $399,000,000 was $4,446,000. I give these figures in the 
light of the statement made here -that the administrative 
cost of these operations is so high. The cost was $4,000,000 
on practically $400,000,000. The actual administrative cost 
which has been high was the setting up of the county com
mittees among the farmers themselves. The actual admin
istrative cost by the Federal Government during the soil
conservation program has run only 1 percent. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 
Mr. LEE. That does not include the total administrative 

cost, though, does it? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No. I said it was merely the 

Federal administmtive cost. 
Mr. LEE. The Senator means in Washington? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; the part of it that is actu

ally done by the Department of Agriculture. 
Mr. LEE. But the actual total administrative cost was 

10 percent, was it not? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; of which about 7 or 8 per

cent was for the county committees themselves in the field. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, is the Senator stating his 

estimate of what the bill will cost? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am just starting to do so. 
Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 

that point? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Certainly. 
Mr. McADOO. The Senator stated in percentage the cost 

of administering the Soil Conservation Act. Will he be good 
enough to state what it is in actual money? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I cannot give the figures exactly. 
From March 23, 1936, to June 30, 1937, there had been spent 
a total of practically $400,000,000. The total administrative 
expense has run approximately 10 percent, amounting ap
proximately to $40,000,000, of which only $4,000,000 was the 
actual Federal Government expense in Washington. 

Coming back to the figures, the average annual value of 
corn stocks, the actual price during the 8-year period from 
1930 to 1937, inclusive, was $119,000,000 and the parity price 
$152,000,000; wheat stocks $167,000,000, parity price $218,000,-
000; cotton stocks $425,000,000, parity price $550,000,000; or 
$711,000,000 for actual prices and $920,000,000 for parity 
prices for the three commodities. If we should have during 
the next 8 years the same experience we had during the last 
a years, then the cost of the operation under this bill would 
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be the $225,COO,OOO for soil conservation, plus the difference 
between the average figures as stated, amounting to $209,000,-
000, making a total of $434,000,000; and, assuming the admin
istration cost both in Washington and in the field to be 10 
percent, the entire cost would be $477,000.000. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Washington yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Certainly. 
Mr. LEE. I dislike to interrupt the Senator's line of 

thought, but the Senator's estimate of 10 percent for the 
administrative cost was based on the soil-conservation pro• 
gram. Does the Senator mean that the additional program 
and machinery set up by this bill will not involve an addi
tional cost above what we are already paying under the 
Soil Conservation Act? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator makes a mistake in 
saying I base it wholly on the Soil Conservation Act. I said 
10 percent of the total amount. Ten percent of $434,000,000, 
the total, would be an additional $43,000,000 to be added to 
the $434,000,000. 

Mr. LEE. But I understood the Senator to say that the 
cost of the soil-conservation program was that figure. Did 
I misunderstand the Senator? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator is correct in rais
ing the question. Before the committee the testimony of a 
representative of the Department was that the cost of the 
administration of the two combined would be 10 percent, or 
approximately the same as the cost of the soil conservation, 
which was 10 percent; that if we only spend $434,000,000, it 
would cost more than 10 or 11 percent for administering it. 
In other words, we would not spend the whole $40,000,000 
for the Soil Conservation Act and have a new amount for 
another program. 

Mr. LEE. The conclusion is there would be no additional 
cost of administration? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. If the amount of the total pay
ments were not larger than the soil-conservation payments, 
there would be no appreciable increase in the cost. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President---
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield to the Senator from 

Idaho. 
Mr. POPE. I ask the Senator from Washington if it is 

not true that the same machinery, the county committees, 
State committees, and others who have administered the 
Soil -Conservation Act and administered the old Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, would be used to administer the provisions 
of this bill? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is true. That is the ex
planation that was made before the committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Certainly. 
Mr. ADAMS. I perhaps should have heard the Senator's 

previous statement because he may have answered my ques
tion. Will the $434,000,000 expense which he has men
tioned include the portion carried by the Soil Conservation 
Act which is used for that purpose, or is it in addition to 
the money which comes from the Soil Conservation Act? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH . . It includes it. There is $225,-
000,000 for soil conservation. I am taking an 8-year period 
and showing the difference between parity prices and actual 
prices, which is $209,000,000, in order to make parity pay
ments. This would make $434,000,000 and the estimate is 
somewhere around 10 or 11 percent for administrative costs 
to be added to that figure. 

Mr. ADAMS. So if the Appropriations Committee should 
add some $209,000,000 it would meet the expectations of the 
sparu;ors of the bill? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I want to add just one more 
statement, and I think it will answer the Senator's question. 
The figUres I have given are over an 8-year period, a pretty 
diversified period. We have had low years and high years. 
We have had drought years and big crop years. It seems 
to me if we look back over the last 8 years, we find it was 

a very diversified period. When the Department of Agri
culture appears before the Appropriations Committee to ask 
for appropriations for any one particular year, their figures 
undoubtedly will be based upon a particular situation that 
exists in that particular year. But in determining the cost 
of this bill as permanent legislation it seems to me the aver
age over the past 8 years is a pretty fair basis for figuring 
the average over the next 8 years. 

I said, in the first place, that I think this bill certainly 
will cost no less than $225,000,000. That is 45 percent of 
the $500,000,000. Taking an 8-year period average as a 
basis, it will run four hundred and eighty-some million dollars. 
An individual in the Department of Agriculture in whom I 
have great confidence, but who is not one who would appear 
before a committee, has made the statement to me-and 
because of past experience with him I have reason to rely 
upon his judgment-that the cost of this bill would not run 
at any time over $750,000,000. I have given you the range
a certain low, -an average over the period of 8 years, and 
then the opinion of someone in whom I have confidence as 
to the possible high. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator realizes that some of us who 
have either the fortune or the misfortune to be on the Ap
propriations Committee not only have an interest in the farm· 
bill, but we are going to be confronted with the financial 
problem, inasmuch as the bill itself does not specify definite 
authorizations, but provides that there may be appropriated 
whatever amount shall be necessary, and then contains in at 
least two places practically directions that pa-rity payments 
shall be made. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That question has been argued 
two or three times, and I do not agree with the Senator re.o 
garding the matter. 

Mr. ADAMS. I was not asking a question but merely 
making a statement, so that the Senator would understand 
that some of us are very much interested, both as Senators 
generally and particularly as Senators who are going to be 
confronted with the problem of appropriations when the 
bill is passed. 
· Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know that I correctly under
stood the Senator. Is it his idea that the appropriations 
which will be asked for over an 8-year period would be a 
minimum of $482,000,000 and a maximum of $700,000,000? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No; the bill provides that 45 
percent of soil-conservation payments shall go on, and it is 
necessary to assume that there will be that minimum of 
$225,000,000 for soil-conservation payments. My figure of 
$482,000,000 is based upon an experience of 8 years. 

Mr. McKELLAR. So that instead of being a $482,000,000 
low and a $750,000,000 high, the Senator is of the opinion 
that the average amount to be appropriated each year will 
be $482,000,000? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes. If the bill should work 
out perfectly, assuming that as the result of the operation 
of the bill the farmers through the course of the market 
would get parity prices and there would be no necessity for 
parity payments, the cost to the Government would be $225,-
000,000 plus the expense of administering that $225,000,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think unquestionably the passage of 
the bill will have the effect of increasing the price of farm 
products. I have not any doubt in the world about that; but 
it seems to me we ought to be very careful about the amount 
of appropriations. Five hundred million dollars, of course, 
is a large sum. Four hundred and eighty-two million 
dollars is a large sum, and we should be careful about fix
ing the amount. I believe that as soon as the bill is passed 
it will have a beneficial effect upon the price of farm 
products. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President--
Mr. SCHWELLENBACIL I yield to the Senator from 

Florida. · 
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Mr. PEPPER. Do I correctly understand the Senator 

from Washington as stating that in addition to the part of 
the money available to farmers under the Soil c ·onservation 
Act an additional sum somewhat in excess of $209,000,000 
will be available under this act? Is that correct? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The $209,000,000 is an average. 
Assuming that the bill had been in operation for the past 8 
years, that is what the amount would have been. 

Mr. PEPPER. So the additional amount that the bill will 
appropriate is only a little over $200,000,000, according to 
the 8-year average that the Senator has estimated? Only 
a little over $209,000,000 more than has heretofore been 
available under the Soil Conservation Act, then, will be 
available under this bill? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH.. I do not think the use of the 
words "will be available" is a proper use. Assuming that 
the act had been on the statute books for the past 8 years, 
and it had had no effect at all upon the market, but had just 
been there, that is what it would have cost over an 8-year 
period. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator think an additional sum 
of even $250,000,000 is going to pull agriculture out of the 
plight in which it has languished for the past few years and 
is at present languishing? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think this bill affords the best 
opportunity that has been given to agriculture to be pulled 
out of its plight. I do not think anybody is going to stand 
here and guarantee that any bill will pull agriculture out 
of its plight. A number of bills dealing with this question 
have been passed here since 1920. Many distinguished 
Members of this body who are much more experienced than 
I am have sincerely thought that those bills would solve the 
problems of agriculture, but they have not solved them. 
This bill is a sincere effort upon the part of those of us who 
believe in the theory and philosophy of the bill to make use 
of this sort of legislation to assist agriculture. 

Mr. PEPPER. Am I correct in stating that the funda
mental philosophy of this bill is crop-control supplemented 
by a subsidy from the Federal 'fteasury? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; but I again call the atten
tion of the Senator to the fact that I am trying to 5a ve some 
of my time. I have only 4 or 5 minutes left, and I do not 
care to discuss the general provisions of the bill in this par
ticular space of time. 

Mr. PEPPER. I beg the Senator's pardon, and I thank 
him for yielding to me. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am going to talk when the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] presents his substitute. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the REcoRD at the conclusion of my remarks two series of 
tabulations upon which the figures I have given are based. 

There being no objection, the tabulations were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Some miscerla.neous surpluses that might be jCYUnd 

Value 

Ctll'Tent 
prices 

Oats, 225,000,000 bushels_____________________________ $90, 000, 000 
Barley , 45,000,000 bushe]s____________________ 28, 000, 000 
R ye, 10,000,000 bushe]s______________________ 7, 000, 000 
Rice, 10,000,000 bushels________________________ 8, 000, 000 
Buckwheat, 1,500,000 bushels---------------------- 1, 000, 000 
Cr. Sorghums, 10

1
000

1
000 bushels_________________ 12,000,000 

Flaxseed, 750,000 ousnels_ --------------------------- 1, 000, 000 
Soybeans, 7,500,000 bushels____________________ 6, 000,000 
Dry beans, 2,250,000 bags__________________________ 7, 500,000 
Cottonseed, 2,275,000 tons . ------------------------- 50,000,000 
Potatoes, 42,000,000 bushels____ _________________ 29, 000, 000 
Sweetpotatoes, 7,500,000 bushels________________ 6, 500,000 
H ay, 10,000,000 tons______ __ _______________________ 118,500,000 
Tobacco, 75,000,000 pounds_______________ 15, 000, 000 
Peanuts, 250,000,000 pound______________ 12, 000, 000 
Apples, 40,000,000 bushels __ --------------- 38, 500, 000 P eaches, 10,000,000 bushels __________________ } 
Citrus fruit_____________________________ 35, 000, 000 

Truck crops--------------------------------

Parity prices 

$118, 000, 000 
37, 000,000 
9, 500, 000 

10,500,000 
1,500,000 

16,000, 000 
1, 500,000 
7, 500,000 

10,000,000 
66, 000, 000 
38,500,000 
8, 500, 000 

156,500,000 
15,000,000 

. 15, 500, 000 
o1, ooo,ooo 
00,000,000 

Total_____________________ ~. 000,000 612,500,000 

Some mJscellaneous surplu.se3 tha~ might be fCYUnd---Continued 
1937 

Com Cotton Wbea& 

Carry~ver, beginning of 1937-38 marketing Bmhtl3 Balu Btulult 
year------------------------------------

Production, 1937------------------------
65,000,000 6, 200, 000 103,000, 000 

2, 650, 000, 000 18,200, 000 887,000,000 
1937 supply ________________________ _ 

Estimated consumption and exports, 
1937-38..---------------------------------

2, 715, 000, 000 24,400,000 990, 000, 000 

2, 250, 000, ()()() 13,000, ()()() 685, 000,000 
------ ----------

Surplus which ntight be purchased, 
1937____________________________ {65, 000, 000 11,400,000 305,000, 000 

Value of purchasable surpluses at current farm, and parity prices 

Carrent farm Current par· 
value ityvalne 

Com (48 cents per bushel)_ $223,000, 000 Com (85 cents per $395, 000, 000 
Cotton (7. 7 cents per pound)_ 439, 000, 000 bushel). 
Wheat (82cents per bushel) _ 250,000,000 Cotton (16.4 cents per 935, ooo, ooa 

Total_ _____________ pound) . 
912, 000, 000 Wheat ($1.17perbushel). 357, 000, ()()() 

TotaL ______ 1, G87, 000, ()()() 

1938 

Assuming acreages at levels which have prevailed in the fairly recent past: 
Com: 110,000,000 acresX2.'i bushels 

average yield =2, 750, 000, 000 bu. 
Estimated normal dlsappearance=2, 375,000,000 bu. 

Surplus 
Cotton: 45,000,000 acresX0.4 bale 

average yield= 
Estimated normal disappearance= 

375,000,000 bu. X parity• $319,000,000 

18, 000, 000 bales 
13, 000. 000 bales 

Surplus= 5, 000, 000 balesXpvity• $t10. 000, 000 
Wheat: 80,000,000 acresXI2 bushels 

BVl'~e yield= 960,000,000 bu. 
Estimated normal disappearance= 685, 000, 000 bu. 

Surplus= Z/5, 000,000 bu. X parity.. $322, 000.000 

Total value surplus at parity=$1,051,000.000 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Washington yield to the Senator from Georgia? 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I do. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Did I correctly understand the Senator to 

say that over the 8-year period just past the bill as written 
would have cost the National Treasury, on an average; only 
$439,000,000 per annum? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Plus administrative costs of 
about 10 percent. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Last year's appropriation under the Soil 
Conservation Act was $500,000,000; so it is the theory of the 
Senator from Washington that if this bill passes, it will 
eventually result in a saving to the National Treasury over 
the appropriations that are at present made for soil
conservation purposes? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. If the bill succeeds in doing 
what it is intended to do, it will reduce the amount to 
$225,000,000, plus 10 percent of that amount for administra
tive costs. In other words, if, as a result of crop control, 
marketing agreements, and things of that kind, it is possible 
to bring the prices of these agricultural products up to parity. 
the amount of the appropriation will be limited to the soil
conservation payments. 

Mr. RUSSELL. But the fanner would actually receive less 
money from the Federal Treasury than he does today under 
existing legislation for soil-conservation practices? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; but he would be getting 
parity prices for the products he produced. The amount he 
received as soil-conservation payments would be reduced, hut 
the actual prices he received for his products would be very 
much more than he would lose as a result of reduction in 
soil-conservation payments. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not wish to intrude on 
the Senator's time. As I understand, he is speaking on the 
bill. Has he exhausted his time on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washing
ton has 2¥2 minutes on the amendment and the bill. 
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Mr. McNARY. There .. will be no restriction, as I under

stand, when the substitute bill is up. At that time I desire 
to discuss this subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in that connection I de
sire to say that it was not intended that during the debate 
on the bni and amendments any Senator could speak for an 
unlimited length of time on the substitute. The substitute 
has not as yet been offered, and cannot be offered until 
action has been taken on the provisions of the pending bill; 
and it was my understanding that the exemption of the sub
stitute · from the limitation applied to the time when it is 
offered, not now. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I realize that. I am not going 
to discuss the substitute at this time. 

Mr. McNARY. I desired to discuss with the .Senator what 
I call indisputable facts concerning the cost of the bill· if 
it is to operate-in the fashion intended: but, inasmuch .as the 
Senator has only 2 minutes left, I shall do -that. in my own 
time.- I desire to have the RECORD indicate here, however, 
that the figures which ·the Senator has given are not at all 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The time of the Senator 
from Washington has expired. · 

Mr. BORAH. Mr.- President, I understand that we· are 
now considering an amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes. 
· The ·PRESIDING· OFFICER. ~The question is on agreeing 
to the first committee amendment. · · 
• Mr. BORAH. · The ·Senator -from Washington ; [Mr. 
ScHWEtLENBACH] feels fairly accurate, I take it, in his oWn 
mind, as . tb the cost . which would be incurred 'in case ·we· 
should undettake· to deal with . tlle surplus; . but we are . all 
woefully ihaccurate when'we come to deal with·the question-
of ·how much this bill ·will cost .:. · "· -- · · -· ·· · 
- I verlttire to say there ·are no accurate· figures ·even 
approaching the sun'l total of the-cost of this· bill; and I ven
ture to say, fhrther, that if we should confin:e the expendi
tures under ·the bill to the figures which the able Senator' 
from Washington has submitted as the figures ·which in his. 
opinion win be the cost •of the bill, it would be the greatest 
disappointment to the farmers of the country that they have 
ever had in all their ·experience in disappointment with ref
erence to legislation. If we are going to ·add only two hun
dred or two htmdred and twenty-five ·million-dollars ·to the 
amount at 'present appropriated . for taking care · of the 
farmer, · Senators can imagine the disappointment of -agri..: 
culture when the bill ·shan· have been put into operation: 
- We do not know how ·much the bill ·will cost, and we· 
cannot estiriuite wh'at it 'will ·cost ot what the proposal I 
5uggested would cost· in mere dollars and 'cents. In other 
words, dollars and cents do not tell the story. · If we continue· 
to destroy foodstuffs and continue to let people go hungry, 
you must include in your costs the depletion ·of the physical 
men or women, and especially children. When we undertake 
to estimate what crop control costs, we must go further than 
the mere ·question of dollars and cents; and I will give a 
simple illustration from a paragraph in a letter which I 
received this morning from a cotton grower in South Caro-
lina. He says: · · · 

. . 
I have farmed all my life, 40 years, mostly cotton; and I am 

frank to say that the control features of the past few years have 
practically cleaned up the small farmer down here. I have volun· 
tarily reduced acreage and also made an honest effort to comply 
with the control plans in the past, but since. 1935 l have cut loose 
from the thing. I do_ not feel that I should be forced _or bought 
over by payments. 

In the opinion of this man, the bill would destroy the 
small cotton grower of the South. 

I had to sell two of my farms last year because the !arm 
regulation limi~d me to only two bales per plow, and the tenant 
can't live on that, to say nothing as to what the landlord may 
get for actual expenses. It left me without a single dollar for 
revenue or my own famlly expenses; hence, the land had to go. 
I1 that is not confiscation by indirect methods, then I do not know 
what it is. 

We are informed that when the cotton-control bill went 
into operation several years ago, it. was advertised through
out the country by newspapers which made an investigation 
of the subject that over 200,000 crop tenants or sharecroppers 
were turned on the highway. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. ·President, I should like to have 
some authentic -proof to support that statement. 

Mr. BORAH. I will get it for the Senator. I have ·not it 
here, but it was published. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. All right, sir. I should like to have it.· 
because, without proof, I deny it. - · · 

Mr. BORAH.· I assumed that the ·Senator would deny -it. 
beeause I take it that he -believed in that -legislation. · 

Mr. BANKHEAD. -I live down there: The Senator -from 
Idaho lives several· thousand miles away. I ·know what 
happened. ·-

Mr. BORAH~ I live several thousand ·miles away;-but -I
read. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If the Senato-r will examine·the report· 
for 1935; he will find- that the cotton section was · the only 
section of America where farm tenancy was -not increased. 

Mr. BORAH; Articles ' Were published throughout· the 
North, signed articles written by persons who made investi-

. gations in the South, and those articles gave the figures. 
Upon those I am relying. I, myself, know nothing about the 
subject, but I think what· I have just read from the letter is a 
pretty good· illustration of ·what happened. That- man ·also
lives in the South. ·He · produces cotton. · I do not ·know 
whether ·the ·Senator from - Alabama · does --or· not. The 
Senator f~{)m Washington is· interested in balancing ~ the· 
Budget. · - .. .... ~ · - ~ , -- · - . - . , ~ . - -~ w " ._ _ • J 

· ·Mr. ·SCH;WELLENBACH: - Mr. President--- .-,- .. - ~ 

~ Th~ PRESIDING - OFFICER. · Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the ·Senator -frem Washington? · · ~ -·. 
. ¥r. BORAH. I should like to· yield, but I have only ~15 
minutes. · 
· Mr. -SCHWELLENBACH;- I do not want anyone to get a 
false impression concerning my attitude as to balancing· the . 
Budget. 

Mr. BORAH. Very well;· if I have misrepresented · the 
Senator, I yield. 

. Mr; SCHWELLENBAcH:· i go not want .mY -silence- to 
lead to any false impression as to my attitude about the 
balancing of the Budget. I am not in favor of balancing 
th~ :J3l,ldget at the expense-of the· people.of. this country. - ·. 
- Mr. BORAH. Very· w~ll; the Senator and I -are .ill abso-· 

lute accord. I understood the Senator.- to ' say that .we· were 
now interested. in balancing the Budget, and that the pro~ 
gram was to balance: the Budget in 1938, and that he was 
<;>Pposed to feeding the .hungry in. this country becnuse· it 
would keep in unbalance the Budget. Was I correct in that? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. _ Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. _ 

. Mr. S<?HWELLENBACH. I think the Senator very deft
mtely m1Sunderstood my position. I said there were many 
news~apers and magazines, many people in the city of 
Washmgton, and many Members of this body, who seem to 
be . very much interested in balancing the Budget between 
:now and June 30, 1939, .and that I was presenting these fig-. 
urf$ for the benefit of those Members of this. body who were 
so interested in balancing the Budget, so that they could see. 
the cost of the proposal. _ 
· Mr. BORAH. I misunderstood the Senator. I got the 
impression that the newspaper articles and magazines had 
persua~ed the Senator that we ought to balance the Budget, 
so I nusunderstood him. Now, the Senator and I are agreed 
that we ought not to give too serious,....consideration to that 
iridescent dream about balancing the Budget while people 
are hungry in this country. I recognize the necessity of 
balancing the Budget if we can, under all conditions and 
under proper principles. I think it is a sound thing to do. 
But, as I said in 1930 in this Chamber when we were first 
considering the matter of feeding the hungry in this coun
try as against the proposition of letting those who are in 
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need by no fault of theirs go hungry, I am not in the least 
concerned about balancing the Budget of the Federal Treas
ury. We will have to meet and discharge this duty, whether 
we continue to have an unbalanced Budget or not. · 

The Senator thinks this would cost some three or four 
or five billion dollars, perhaps six billion. We are building 
houses at the cost of millions of dollars in which people are 
to live. Is it more important to have a home than it is to 

· have something upon which to live? It is now proposed that 
$16,000,000,000 be expended, which the Government in a large 
measure is to guarantee, for the purpose of building homes in 
the United States. Is there any reason in the proposal of 
building homes for those who are in such a condition that 
the.y cannot occupy the homes except in hunger, or is there 
any sense in homes being built for those who do not need 
them? Are we building homes for the poor, the needy, the 
l>overty stricken, or are we building. homes for those who do 
not need the help of the Government? If we are building 
homes for those who need the help of the Government, then 
certainly it is up to us to see that they are fed and clothed 
when they get into these charity homes. 

Mr. President, I, myself, do not know what the pending 
bill will cost. I profess no ability along the line which one 
would have to have in order to determine that question. 
But I have had it carefully considered and carefully weighed 
and carefully estimated by people who are in a position to 
know, if it can be known accurately at all, and by people 
whose business it is to make estimates concerning such 
things, and if the bill amounts to anything at all in the way 
of establishing a parity price, it will cost the Government of 
this country at least $1,500,000,000. I do not say it will cost 
that much, because the administration may never carry out 
the measure along the line proposed, but I say that if the 
principle laid down in the bill shall be carried out, it will 
cost at least $1,500,000,000. 

I would a good deal rather spend $1,500,000,000, and I 
think everyone would, or even $2,000,000,000, for the purpose 
of taking care of those who are in actual need, than to spend 
a billion or a billion five hundred million making it more 
difficult, through reducing the production of foodstuffs, for 
them to get that which they actually need. 

Since my remarks of last Friday I have received · some
thing over 2,000 letters and telegrams from people in this 
country who are in a condition of need, of poverty. Some 
of these cases are pitiable beyond language to describe. We 
have to take care of these people, we cannot avoid taking 
care of them, and, in my opinion, if we should put together 
what it is conceded this bill will cost, and what we have to 
expend anyway to take care of the poor, the proposition 
which I have submitted would come within the figures of 
what the bill will cost and that which we will have to expend 
anyway in taking care of the poor. 

Mr. President, I do not think that at this time I shall 
speak of another feature of this matter which I shall wish 
to discuss in connection with another amendment in the 
bill. 

COINAGE OF Sn.VER 

Mr. PITI'MAN. Mr. President, the singular, coincidental 
editorials which are now appearing in the large newspapers 
of the East have very much the appearance of canned propa
ganda. As I review the selfishness of these editorials I think 
it might as well have been said in the Bible, if wealthly 
newspapermen had been known in that day, that it is harder 
for the very wealthy owner of a newspaper to enter the 
Kingdom of Heaven than it is for a camel to go through the 
eye of a needle. 

During no period ot deflation, when their money wa.s in
creasing in value at the expense of commodities and labor, 
have we beard one of these great, wealthy owners of news
papers declare that it was endangering the soundness of 
the currency of our country. At the beginning of the Hard
ing administration, when President Harding declared for 
merciless defiation, which was followed by merciless deflation, 
never once did we hear the wealthy owners of the great 

metropolitan papers complain. Yet it was perfectly evident 
to them that deflation was increasing the value of their 
money in comparison with commodities and labor, and rela
tively depreciating the value of commodities and labor. But 
today the same newspapers are crying out against the threat 
of inflation. 

Let me read just a few paragraphs from an editorial ap
pearing in the Washington Post on December 6. Tbr edi
torial is entitled "Time to End Silver Subsidy," n.nd in part 
reads: 

In December 1933, President Roosevelt fixed the buying price of 
domestically produced silver at 64V2 cents per ounce, raising it 
under later orders to the present rate of 77.57 cents. As this 
buying proclamation will expire at the end of the year, specula
tion is rife as to the outlook for a continuation of the present 
heavy subsidies. 

At the end of the editorial we find this statement: 
And it rui.s brought great quantities of unneeded silver into our 

Government vaults, leading to excessive issuance of silver certificates 
against this overvalued metal. As monetary experts have warned, 
such operations help to inflate the country's currency system and 
constitute a threat to monetary stab111ty. 

Mr. President, let us remember that this editorial states 
that this proclamation was issued in 1933. It was issued 
under the act of Congress of 1933, which authorized the 
President of the United States to coin silver on such ratio 
to gold as he might :fix, and to charge whatever seigniorage for 
such service as he might see fit to charge. He finally fixed 
40 percent of the silver as a seigniorage, giving to the miners 
60 percent of the silver. The Government took 40 percent 
of the silver for coining it into silver dollars and circulating 
it, when the actual cost was only 1 cent per dollar. 

We hear talk of a subsidy. Let us see just exactly what 
inflation there was under the act to which I have referred, 
and let us also see what the subsidy amounted to. In 3¥2 
years-that is, from December 21, 1933, to June 30, 1937-
the Government has acquired of American-produced silver 
only 151,834,000 ounces. It has paid for that silver, if we 
count the 60 percent of the silver it gave to the miners, an 
average of 74% cents an ounce, or a total of $112,705,000. 
It has issued silver certificates to the amount of $112,705,000. 
Can that be called a tremendous inflation of our currency? 

Now, let us proceed to the question of a bonus. The only 
thing that could be called a bonus in this matter is the in
creased price paid for American silver above the price for 
which foreign silver could have been purchased. The Gov
ernment paid $112,705,000 to the American miner. It could 
have purchased that silver during that period of time for an 
average of 44% cents an ounce, or for the sum of $67,905,-
000. In other words, the miner received in 3¥2 years 
$44,760,000 more than the world price of the same silver. 
In other words, only $12,788,570 annually. 

Let that be called a bonus, if you please; let it be admitted 
that the Government gave the miners a bonus of $12,788,000. 
Do the gentlemen who publish these articles take into con
sideration the fact that at the time the act took effect silver 
was 25 cents an ounce, that lead was below 4 cents a pound, 
that zinc was below 4 cents a pound, that copper was below 
7 cents a pound? 

Do they take into consideration the fact that by virtue of 
those prices at that time two-thirds of the copper, lead, and 
zinc mines in this country were closed down, and that the 
chief working mines were running on 20-percent capacity? 

Do they take into consideration the fact that there were 
400,000 human beings on the felief rolls by reason of the 
closing of those mines and the reducing of the capacity of 
the other mines? Not at all. 

Do they take into consideration the fact that when the 
Government increased the price of silver to 77 ¥.! cents, by 
reason of the fact that it was associated with copper, lead, 
and zinc in the ores these mines commenced to resume 
operations? 

Do they take into consideration the fact that during the 
next 2 years 400,000 miners and dependents were put back 
to the best and highest paid work in this country? 
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Do they take into consideration the fact that that normal, 

high-priced work of 400,000 people and dependents, even at a 
bonus of $12,000,000 a year, was the cheapest relief ever 
furnished in this country? 

At this point, Mr. President, let me insert a tabulation of 
the transaction under the act. 

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
Newly mined domestic silver acquired. from Dec. 21, 1933, to 

June 30, 1937 
Quantity __________________________________ ounces__ 151,834,000 
Total cost to the Government at average of 74.2 cents an ounce __________________________________ $112,705,000 
Value, figured at 44% cents an ounce (present world 

price) ------------------------------------------- $67,945,000 
Difference in value between world price and domestic price ____________________________________________ $44,760,000 

Average difi'erence in value per year between world 
price and domestic price------------------------- $12, 788, 570 

Circulating value at $1.29 an ounce _________________ $195,865,860 
Profit accruing to the Government through seignior-

age---------------------------------------------- $83,160,860 
Present reserve requirements of member banks of the Federal 

Reserve are 40 percent in gold certificates against notes in cir
culation and 35 percent in gold certificates (lawful money reserve) 
against deposits. 
The Federal Reserve System has now in circulation_ $4,279,000, 000 
Deposits in member banks _______________________ 7,542,000,000 

Total-------------------------------------- 11,821,000,000 

PTesent reserve---------------------------------- 9,454,000,000 
Approximately 80 percent. 

Mr. PI'ITMAN. Mr. President, if the miners to whom I 
have referred are thrown back on the relief rolls, does any 
think they can be compensated for their lack of employment 
by any such sum as $12,000,000 a year? 

But it is said, "How do you know that that is going to 
happen again?" Because we know it did happen in 1931 and 
1932. Because the largest mining companies in this country, 
the representatives of the greatest copper companies, of the 
largest lead companies, and of the largest zinc companies, 
have stated time and time again publicly and recently that 
if the price of copper and lead and zinc falls much lower
and there is nothing to indicate that we can stop it or that 
it will stop-then they must close unless they can depend 
upon the value of the silver metal that is associated in the 
rock with the lead and the zinc and the copper. 

Mr. President, it is shown by the Governor of Utah, in 
his statement to the President of the United States, that 
47 percent of the people of the State of Utah depend abso
lutely upon the mining industry for a living. When the 
mines close down not only do the 400,000 who are directly 
interested in the mining lose their income, but the workers 
who supply steel, power, lumber, trucks, and machinery, from 
other States lose employment. In addition to that loss of 
income, there is the loss of the taxes that go into the State 
collected upon the bullion and metal produced. This lost 
revenue must be made up from increased taxes upon land 
and the farmer. The figures I gave the Senate is 400,000 
miners and other direct dependents. I do not give the 
figures of those who are incidentally employed in supplying 
material and transportation. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. PrrrMAN. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Was the silver policy proposed as a 

relief measure? 
Mr. PITTMAN. The silver policy with reference to 

American-produced silver, so far as I am personally con
cerned, was urged upon the President originally as a policy 
to keep our mines open. If I had been urging it from a 
monetary standpoint at that time I would have urged that 
the price of silver be fixed at $1.29, the circulating parity 
price. But I never did anything of the kind. Nor at the 
present time am I urging the President to increase the price 
of silver. I feel this way about it, and feel so sincerely, so 

strongly that I hope my sincerity will be believed. I am 
confident that as copper approaches 7 cents a pound and 
zinc and lead 4 cents · a pound, that with the increased cost 
of materials in this country these mines must and they will 
have to close, and those which do not close, which feel it 
necessary to keep open, as a great many of our companies 
did for various reasons, largely to bold their regular em
ployees, will go down to 20-percent-production capacity. 
We cannot do a thing that I know of to keep the price of 
copper, lead, and zinc from falling. There is nothing that 
I know of by which we can raise it. But it does happen 
that in nature silver is rarely found separately. Three
fourths of the silver produced in this country is produced 
as a byproduct of the mining of copper, lead, and zinc. 
Therefore, when we consider a property like the Anaconda 
Copper Co. property in Butte, Mont., which employs 
thousands of men, and which during the depression was 
running on a 20-percent-capacity basis, with copper ore--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TRUMAN in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from Nevada on the amendment 
has expired. 

Mr. PI'ITMAN. I will take my time on the bill. 
The Anaconda Co.'s ore runs only 2%- or 3-percent cop

per. They are operating their mining down three or four 
thousand feet, in water. The ore is very difficult and expen
sive to mine. But fortunately that ore carries about 3 
ounces of silver. It was the 3 ounces of silver which kept 
the company going when operating a~ 20-percent- capacity. 
Three ounces of silver at 25 cents an ounce, the price in 1931 
and 1932, represents only a dollar in silver value. At that 
price it could hardly keep the mine open and operating if 
the value of the other metals was low. But at 77 cents an 
ounce it represents $3 in value to the ton of rock mined. 
That value will keep the Butte mines open even when 
copper goes down to 7¥2 or 8 cents a pound, and we want 
them open. There are no industries in the State of Mon
tana to speak of except mining and stock raising. There 
are none ·in my State of importance except mining and 
stock raising. When the mines are destroyed a burden is 
placed on the land and on the farmers which they cannot 
stand. 

It was astounding to me that these figures were presented 
by the statistician from the University of California-which 
the Governor used-that 47 percent of the people of the 
State of Utah depend on mining. That is a tremendous 
proportion. In our State it is even larger, be·cause our agri
cultural production is very sm:ill and it is only incidental to 
the stock-raising business. The percentage of the people 
depending on mining in Nevada is larger than the percent-
age in Utah. , • . 

Mr. President, I do not think we can afford to trifle with a 
question like this. If I were giving only my opinion about 
it, Senators could question it in their own minds, or in any 
other way, but I ask them to take the opinions of others. 
Take the opinions of the statisticians of the Anaconda 
Copper Co. That company bas its own statisticians. Take 
the opinions of the statisticians of the Phelps-Dodge Co. 
That company has its own statisticians. Take the opinions 
of the Nevada Consolidated Copper Co. Take the opinions 
of the statisticians of the Utah Copper Co. Those are the 
great mining companies of this country. If any company 
can exist on a low price of metal, they can. The hundreds 
of thousands of little independent concerns, which cannot 
buy their materials wholesale, will go out of existence first if 
the price of silver is reduced. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator 
again yield to me? 

Mr. PI'ITMAN. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is basing his plea very 

frankly on relief necessity. Is there any possible relation
ship between the argument be now makes and the require
ments of law that silver shall be purchased until it reaches 
one-third of our gold supply? 
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Mr. PITTMAN. It has no connection at all. I am not 

debating the Silver Purchase Act at this time. The act 
which this newspaper article says should be repealed, or the 
proclamation under that act, deals only with American pro
duction. That is all I am speaking of. With the falling 
market prices of some metals, which we cannot stop, it would 
be a catastrophe if the price of other metals was drawn 
down with them. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In other words, the Senator is not 
discussing that phase of it? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Not at all. 
Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. PI'ITMAN. I yield. 
Mr. TOWNSEND. Has the Senator the figures available 

of the purchases of silver .made by the Secretary of the Treas
ury from Mexico and China and other countries? 

Mr. PI'ITMAN. I have all of those figures, and I shall 
be prepared to discuss that question separately if it becomes 
material. That deals with an entirely different act. 

I say that this question happens to be exceedingly mate
rial at the present moment, because the President has given 
notice that the minting of American silver under the Agri
cultural Act of 1933 will cease on January 1. That is the 
reason I am taking this occasion to answer these editorials. 

Let me turn to another phase of the subject. It is charged 
in the newspaper article that this is a dangerous infiation. 
Let us see if it is a dangerous infiation. In three and 
one-half years, it has added $112,705,000 in silver certifi
cates to our currency, which currency today totals $6,555,-
101,269--$112,000,000 as against that great sum! Is that a 
dangerous inflation? 

Let us see exactly where we stand with regard to defla
tion at the present time. No one mentions deflation. Here 
is a report from the Federal Reserve Board. The Federal 
Reserve system now has in circulation $4,279,000,000. De
posits in member banks, $7,54.2,000,000, making a total of 
$11,821,000,000. What are the reserves against that? Present 
reserves $9,454,000,000, or approximately 80 percent. 

When they speak about six and one-half billion dollars 
of currency being in circulation they mean that it is not in 
the Treasury, but the report shows that while it is not in the 
Treasury, 80 percent of it is in the banks. The law requires 
the banks to carry 40 percent of their deposits in currency 
reserves, but the banks are carrying 80 percent. 

Is there no deflation today in circulating media? It is 
admitted that 90 percent of our circulating media consists 
of drafts and checks. What is the effect of those drafts and 
checks on deposit, so far as our circulating media is con
cerned, when 80 percent of all currency is held in reserve? 
Is it in circulation. Oh, no; it is not in circulation. It 
clearly proves the ·deflation in credits. · 

Mr. President, has anyone talked about that deflation? 
Has not our Government done everything it could to in
crease that deflation on the one hand, while talking about 
reducing it on the other? Does not the Federal Reserve 
Board know that in doubling th.e required reserves it de
flates credit, while on the other ha!ld our Government 
through other departments attempts to infiate credits by 
guaranteeing loans through the Federal Housing Corpora
tion? The fact remains that there has been a deflation aided 
by our Government as was done under the Harding admin
istration. And now there is a thought of reinflation by 
letting out the credit of our Government through various 
building schemes and guaranties. The fact remains that 
there has been a period of deflation in the last 4 months, 
and during that time the value of money has increased, and 
the price of commodities has fallerl in relation to it. Credit 
has tightened up enormously in the last 4 months. Now 
when it is proposed to allow the Government to continue 
with the policies that resulted in the employment of 400,000 
miners, the discontinuation of which will, in the opinion of 
the great mining statisticians, mean the return of 400,000 
miners and their dependents to the relief rolls-we hear· 
the cry, "Dangerous inflation of our currency." 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me again? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. While the Senator denies any pur

pose to discuss the Silver Purchase Act at the present time, 
is it possible, may I ask, to consider a continuation of the 
domestic purchase of silver at the 77-cent price level with
out also considering simultaneously the question of whether 
we shall continue to buy the silver of the world at 45 
cents? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I do not think it has any relation what
ever. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have very great respect for the 
Senator's opinion, but it seems to me that the entire silver 
situation with respect to the Treasury should be canvassed 
in order to get the sum total of the situation, because surely 
there is a point at which this thing could be overdone, is 
there not? 

Mr. PITTMAN. There certainly is no point at which it 
can be overdone when the policy of coinage under the act 
I am talking about results in an increase of only $112,000,-
000 in 3 ¥2 years. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is now discussing do
mestic purchases. What is the grand total purchased during 
the same years? I am not seeking to be controversial. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I understand. I have read attacks in the 
newspapers on the particular matter of the coinage of silver 
under an act of Congress, not under the Silver Purchase Act, 
but under another act of Congress. I do not desire to con
fuse the two questions. I should be very happy to discuss 
the whole question at another time, but I say this attack on 
what has been done under the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1933 is unjust. The bonus amounts to nothing because 
the Government out of these very purchases has made $83,-
160,000. The Government has made that much out of the 
purchase of the 151,000,000 ounces. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Will the Senator permit a further 
observation? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope before a final decision is made 

the Senator will discuss the whole subject in respect to the 
purchase of silver, and the Silver Purchase Act, because in 
my mind I cannot completely quarantine these features as 
the Senator is doing this afternoon. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The newspapers were attacking the sub
sidy and they were attacking it as inflation. I have answered 
as to the subsidy. I have answered as to inflation. It is 
charged that it is not well secured. The Government has 
151,000,000 ounces of silver against $112,000,000 of silver cer
tificates issued. It has not used $83,160,000 worth of it be
cause it charged itself with that profit, but it is there to use 
as a security for the $112,000,000 of certificates. When we 
put it behind those certificates, we will have more security 
behind those certificates than behind any other currency. · 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Are those ·issued at the purchase 
price or at the price of $1.29? 

Mr. PITTMAN. They are issued on the same basis as 
other silver certificates. There is three-quarters of an 
ounce of silver in a dollar, which makes it, per ounce, $1.29. 
They have issued $112,000,000 of those certificates, because 
that is the price paid for the silver. That is 40 percent of 
the total value. But they still have the 60 percent of the 
silver in the Treasury, unissued, as security for those silver 
certificates if their value should ever be questioned. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, may I ask a question of the 
Senator from Nevada, who is elaborating a very important 
question and, I may add, in a manner I do not think any 
other Senator could excel? Mter these men were put back 
to work by the aid of what is called by the a.ble Senator 
from Michigan relief, when they went to work, did not 
their work produce from the mines some metals of different 
kinds? 

Mr. PITI'MAN. These miners, in addition to producing 
151,000,000 ounces of silver, produced thousands of pounds 
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of lead, zinc, and copper which were associated together in 
the rock with the silver. 

Mr. LEWIS. Did not that material itself have a market? 
Mr. PITTMAN. I think that it not only added to the 

total wealth of the country but the metals produced have 
paid taxes to local, State, and Federal governments. 

Mr. LEWIS. In the final result, does it not offset the full 
amount they got as relief? 

Mr. PITI'MAN. I take it the taxes alone that have been 
recovered are greater than the $12,000,000 which is called 
a subsidy. 

Mr. LEWIS. That is the way it appeals to me. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to 

comment on some of the relief figures which resulted? 
Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. ADAMS. If I understand the figures correctly, it is 

estimated 400,000 men were kept off of relief by keeping the 
mines open. 

Mr. P:rrrMAN. Just as miners and direct dependants. 
Mr. ADAMS. Yes; that is, just in getting the material 

out of the mines. It cost at least $800 per person per year 
for the relief expenditure. That would be $320,000,000 a 
year to take care of those 400,000 men. Taking a period of 
3% years, an amount exceeding $1,120,000,000 would be 
saved the Government in relief expenditures at the cost o1 
a subsidy of some $40,000,000. 

Mr. PITTMAN. That is correct. Tile total subsidy, if 
we may call the difference between the world price and the 
domestic price a subsidy, was $44,760,000 in 3% years. It 
is called a subsidy only because the Government took 40 
percent of the metal instead of taking 60 percent of it. 
That is the only reason why it is called a subsidy. They 
did not give anything. They took something. 

A subsidy is spoken of. I have voted for subsidies and I 
shall probably have to vote for them again much as I 
dislike to do so. I have voted for tariff subsidies for 25 
years. I have attempted to have them moderated to the 
extent that would equalize cost of production abroad and 
at home. Whether or not I have been successful I do not 
know, but I do know that a tariff is a subsidy to the 
manufacturer. I realize that subsidies are being paid to 
the farmer and are expected to be paid, in order that the 
industry may continue. Here is the smallest subsidy, -if it 
is desired to call it a subsidy, that was ever granted to an 
industry. Here is a subsidy the payment of which does ::1ot 
require a tax. Here is a subsidy in relation to which the 
Government charges itself with a profit of 51 cents an ounce. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President-
Mr. PITTMAN. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. BORAH. To make it a little more explicit, how 

much has the Treasury actually paid out in the way of cash? 
Mr. PITTMAN. It has not paid out a cent in cash. It 

has given · the miner a certificate for $112,000,000 in ex
change for 151,000,000 ounces of silver and it has all of the 
151,000,000 ounces of silver. 

But this is too serious a matter to · have it covered with 
a smoke screen or to go outside of this particular question 
involved, for in the last several days the managers of some 
of the largest mines in the country-who never came to me 
before because I do not represent their interest except in
cidentally-have stated to me that falling prices of copper, 
lead, and zinc threaten to close their mines, and the only 
thing they can possibly hold on to is a continuation of the 
price of silver which they are able to produce from their 
mines. Every farm bureau in the West has certified, every 
farm bureau in the West has stated, that if we abandon this 
policy, if we take employment away from the miners, their 
local markets will not only be destroyed, but the taxes that 
could be paid from these areas by the miners will be thrown 
en the land and on agriculture. I assume they are speaking 
truthfully and sincerely. I know that the big mines, who can 
work more cheaply than the other mines, are threatened 
with being closed down and that hundreds of little mines, 
operated by men who are leasing and paying a royalty, will 
go out of existence first. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to submit a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. BORAH. In dealing with the amendments to the 

bill, assuming that there may be some amendments to be 
offered to an amendment, must we offer those amendments 
to the amendment now or after the amendments now pend
ing are adopted may they be amended later? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any amendment to the 
amendment should be offered before the amendment itself 
is disposed of-

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, during the 
recess of the Congress I undertook in my feeble way to ex
plain the theory of this bill to the farmers of my State. In 
undertaking that explanation I referred the farmers to the 
policy and practice being pursued in the oil industry. 

Ten years ago the oil producers of the United States 
drilled wells indiscriminately and when they found oil they 
produced indiscriminately. As a result of that system of 
competition and production, oil fell in my State and in 
Texas at the low price of 10 cents a barrel. Much oil was 
sold in Texas for less than 10 cents a barrel. 

Later, at the instance of the Government under the 
N. R. A., the oil producers were organized. They proceeded 
to stabilize the industry by curtailing production. Under 
the present practice as developed, the Bureau of Mines 
makes an estimate each month as to the amount of oil that 
should be produced to meet the consumption demand in 
the next month. The estimate is sent to the oil-producing 
States and each State is given an allowable quota. In each 
State there is some sort of regulatory body. In my State 
it is called the Corporation Commission. When the Cor
poration Commission of my State gets that estimate it 
prorates, through various agencies, to the oil wells the allow
able amount, so that each month each oil well in my State 
knows the certain amount of oil it may produce. Each other 
oil-producing State has a similar program which it follows. 

As a result of that control of production, largely super
vised by the Government and acquiesced in by the oil in
dustry, today the oil industry is very prosperous. . 

Since I used that illustration the Saturday Evening Post 
has published an editorial entitled "No More Gushers." 
Inasmuch as the editorial is in point, -I ask unanimous 
consent that it may be read at the desk by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. The clerk will read, as requested. 
- The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

NO MORE GUSHERS -

. The layman, reading that the Kansas, Oklahoma, and Tex.as 
control authorities, acting on the request of the producers, had 
reduced the allow~ble petroleum production for November below 
the ·recommended figure of the Bureau of Mines and that Arkansas 
had issued its first proration order, probably -was puzzled or 
uninterested. 

But these were further evidences that the petroleum industry, 
in a little more than 10 years, bas whfpped as tough a problem 
as faced any business in that time, and has revolutionized the 
basic method of producing oil in the United States. An indus
try which gyrated between feast and famine has stabilized itself 
and has conserved, at the same time, he Nation's oil and gas 
reserves. The new way of production is called proration. 

Proration is the production of oil by regulated design instead of 
freely under unrestricted competition. This sounds like produc
tion control, or the quota system, by which copper, rubber, tin, 
·cotton, wheat, and other commodities have been restricted in 
output with the express purpose of raising prices, or even creating 
~m artificial scarcity. And proration could be so perverted, though, 
in the circumstances of the industry, it is not likey to be. 

It differs fundamentally from other production controls because 
its primary purpose is conservation of an irreplaceable resource 
rather than the valorization of an annual crop or an inexhaustible 
metal. True, it tends to stabilize supply and demand, and, hence, 
the price of crude, and this accounts for its wide acceptance. But 
its greater usefulness in our economy lies in the fact that it 
increases the ultimate amount of oil that can be commercially 
extracted from our fields. Its stabilization effects are secondary. 

Before proration, the output of any well was limited only by 
that well's capacity to produce. A well allowed to run wide open 
dissipates the natural gas, valuable in itself and as one of the 
forces which drive the oil to the surface. It also disturbs the nice 
interplay of other underground pressures useful to efficient ex
traction. The reservoir _energy wasted, the oil must be prema
turely pumped, and too much is left irrecoverable in the sands. 
' -
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Yet the operator had no choice but to get the most on out in the 

least possible time, for otherwise, under the rule of capture, his 
oil would be drained into the wells of more aggressive neighbors. 
This anarchic procedure was economica.lly workable, wasteful as it 
was, as long as demand was outrunning supply, and before the 
industry had perfected modern methods of d.1scovery and produc
tion. 

As demand began to mature and these methods to increase 
supply in the middle twenties, the industry ran into chronic over
production. Proration began as an experiment as early as 1926 
and was developed and extended gradually until it became the rule. 

Today most of the oil produced in the United States comes 
under the supervision of State commissions charged with the re
sponsibility of preventing waste. As the great source of waste is 
in the energy losses that accompany the open flow of wells, the 
wells now are held to an eflicient flow. The gusher is obsolete. 
We no longer have wells producing thousands of barrels a. day for 
a. while, then going on the pump, but long-lived wells flowing 
moderately under natural pressure. 

The State commissions hold public hearings once a month to 
determine the market demand, which then is allocated to the 
various fields and, finally, to the individual wells. In this evolu
tion the Federal Government has helped the oil-producing States 
at almost every stage. Advisory State production quotas first 
were provided in 1930 by the Federal Oil Conservation Board, were 
made mandatory under N. R. A., and now are supplied monthly by 
the United States Bureau of Mines. The Connally Act, passed by 
Congress in 1935, prohibiting the interstate movement of oil pro
duced in defiance of State quotas, has checked the hot-oil problem 
in the great east Texas field. And finally the interstate oil com
pact, ratified by Congress in 1935, afl'ords a. convenient means of 
coordinating the interests of the States and the Federal Govern
ment in problems of conservation and stabilization. 

New as it is, proration has become institutionalized in law and 
embedded in the practices of the industry. 

Because, with gushers eliminated, it takes many more wells to 
produce a given volume of oil in a. given time, the industry needs 
more capital. But with production and price held within bounds, 
the banks now lend millions of their depositors' money to indi
Vidual producers on the security of oil st111 in the ground; a 
practice unimaginable to a banker 10 years ago. 

'Ihe Nation has benefited, the industry has prospered, and the 
price of gasoline and other oil products has not been raised to the 
consumer. A highly competitive industry has taken the lead in 
bringing this about. Government has aided, but the industry 
itself has carried the ball. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
first amendment of the committee. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry was, on page 1, line 5, to strike out "Title !
.Declaration of policy" and insert "Declaration of policy." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 1, at the beginning of 

line 7, to strike out "Section 1. (a)" and insert "Sec. 2."; 
in line 8, after word "to", to insert "regulate interstate and 
foreign commerce in cotton, wheat, com, tobacco, and rice 
to the extent necessary to provide such adequate and bal
anced flow of such commodities as will, first,"; on page 2, 
line 2, after the word "for", to strike out "major agricul
tural" and insert "such"; in line 4, after the word "and", 
to insert "second,"; in line 6, before the word provide". to 
strike out ''to"; and in the same line, after the word "each", 
to strike out "major agricultural commodity; and to" and 
insert "such commodity and", so as to read: 

SEC. 2. It 1s hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to 
regulate interstate and foreign commerce in cotton, wheat, corn, 
toba.cco, and rice to the extent necessary to provide such adequate 
and balanced fiow of such commodities as Will, first, maintain both 
parity of prices paid to farmers for such commodities marketed 
by them for domestic consumption and export and parity ot 
income for farmers marketing such commodities; and second, with
out interfering with the maintenance of such parity prices, pro
vide an ever-normal granary for each such commodity and con
serve national soil resources and prevent the wasteful use of soil 
fert111ty. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a few days ago I discussed 
that declaration. I do not at this time desire to discuss it 
further. I thought the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] 
had an amendment to that section. Am I correctly 
informed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Parliamentarian in
forms the Chair that the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEEl 
has a substitute to offer for the entire bill, but not for this 
particular portion of it. 

Mr. McNARY. I thought the Senator from Oklahoma, in 
a colloqtll! I had with him on Friday, stated that he had 
two sections to offer as a substitute for this language; but. 

of course, I know nothing beyond the mere expression of 
the Senator. I may have misunderstood him. I am not 
asking that action on the amendment be held up, but I 
wanted to inquire if there was not pending an amendment 
to this particular provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
there is no such amendment on the desk at this time. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I merely wish to reiterate 
the statement I made to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] 
when this section was previously discussed. It seems to me 
that in drafting this declaration of policy those who have 
drafted the bill have put a badge of unconstitutionality upon 
it in the very first section; that is, they have provided here 
that the bill is to regulate commerce. For what purpose? 
For the purpose of maintaining parity of prices and for the 
purpose of providing parity of income; that is, they are not 
endeavoring to regulate prices and parity in order that com
merce may be regulated, but they are claiming to regulate 
commerce for the purpose of maintaining prices. 

I do not pretend to be a deep student of constitutional 
law; it seems to me that the framers of the bill have put a 
badge upon the bill in the very first section, pointing out its 
probable unconstitutionality; for while perhaps we are in .. 
clined to think that the Supreme Court has somewhat 
changed its line of thinking the Supreme Court has not 
changed the fundamentals upon which its decisions have 
been rendered in many cases, and in some by unanimous 
decisions. 

If we are interested in giving to the bill the best possible 
constitutional support, it seems to me this declaration ought 
to go out of the bill, rather than to make a statement here 
that the purpose of the bill is not to regulate commerce but 
is to use the regulation of commerce to do something else 
which is not the regulation of commerce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, after line 10, to 

stlike out: 
(b) For the purposes of this act--
1. The "major agricultural commodities" shall be cotton, white 

wheat, wheat (other than white wheat), field com, rice, flue
cured tobacco, Maryland tobacco, burley tobacco, tobacco (other 
than fi.ue-cured, Maryland, and burley) produced in the United 
States; but the Secretary is authorized after due notice and op
portunity for public hearing to interested parties to treat as a 
separate major agricultural commodity any market classification, 
type, or grade of any of the foregoing commodities if he finds 
such treatment necessary in order adequately to effectuate the 
policy of this act with respect to such market classification, type, 
or grade. 

2. "Parity", as applied to prices for a. major agricultural com
modity, shall be that price !or the commodity as will give to the 
commodity a purchasing power with respect to articles that 
farmers buy equivalent to the purchasing power of such com
modity in the period from August 1909 to July 1914, or, 1n case 
of tobacco, August 1919 to July 1929. 

3. "Parity", as applied to income, shall be that net income of 
farmers that bears to the income of individuals other than farm
ers the same relation as prevailed during the period from August 
1909 to July 1914. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, we cannot have a runaway 
race on this matter. I simply wish to observe that I assume 
that it was necessary for the language stricken out to go out 
because of the change in the plan of the bill, inasmuch as the 
bill now deals separately with four commodities, whereas the 
original bill dealt with all of them in logical language. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon 
yield at tllat point? 

Mr. McNARY. Yes. 
Mr. POPE. The Senator is right in part. The Senator 

will note that the definition of parity price at the bottom of 
page 2 and parity income at the top of page 3 are trans
ferred to the subsection ''Definitions,'' which appears later 
in the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; and I think also the definition of 
parity has been considerably expanded to include interest 
and taxes. 

Mr. POPE. Yes; it has been modified in that respect. 
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Mr. McNARY. 'Those items were not in the original draft 

of the bill upon which hearings were held. 
Mr. POPE. That is correct; but the definitions have been 

transferred, and that is the reason for striking,them out here. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment reported by the committee. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, after line 9, to insert 

the heading: 
Title !-Loans, parity payments, and general provisions. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, line 12, before the 

word "farmers", to insert "wheat and corn", so as to make 
the subhead read: 

Contracts with wheat and corn farmers. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, line 13, after the 

word "Sec.", to strike out "2" and insert "3"; and in line 
16, after the word "market", to strike out "any major agri
cultural commodity, the production and marketing of which 
affects interstate or foreign commerce" and insert "wheat 
or corn", so as to read: 

SEC. 3. (a) In order more effectively to carry out the declared 
policy, the Secretary is authorized and directed to prepare adjust
ment contracts and to tender such contracts to farmers producing 
for market wheat or corn. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, line 20, before the 

word "farmers", to .strike out "contacting" and insert "con
tracting", so as to read: 

{b) Under adjustment contracts there shall be made available 
to contracting farmers {hereinafter referred to as "cooperators"), 
first, Soil Conservation Act payments hereinafter specified; second, 
surplm reserve loans; and, third, parity payments. 

· Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to ask for informa
tion concerning this subsection. The word "contracting" is 
an amendment. It is provided that under adjustment con
tracts there shall be made available to contracting farmers, 
first, Soil Conservation Act payments. My understanding 
is that that language limits the soil-conservation payments 
to contracting farmers only. 

If we should desire to make soil-conservation payments 
to all, I suppose we should strike out the word "contracting." 
In other words, I do not want to see the soil-conservation 
payments discontinued to farmers simply because they do 
not enter into these contracts. I should not make any ob
jection, of course, to their being deprived of the parity 
payments, but soil-conservation payments rest upon a wholly 
different principle. When farmers are undertaking to con
serve their soil and desire to proceed upon the basis of 
soil conservation, I think they ought to be paid under 
the present law. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Idaho yield to his colleague? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
lVIr. POPE. The Senator's interpretation of that language 

is correct. There is a further explanation of the matter 
later in the bill; but if a farmer raises corn, wheat, or cotton, 
and refuses to enter into a contract as provided here, he will 
not be entitled to soil-conservation payments for diversion 
of acreage. 

I have already pointed out the two types of soil-conserva
tion payments. 'The one is paid for diverting acreage. The 
other is paid for soil-conservation practices. However, a 
farmer who refused to enter into a contract would be entitled 
to the soil-conserving payments, as they may be called, but 
would not be entitled to a payment for diverting acreage. 
1\1:y colleague is correct in that respect. 

I may say that the thought of the authors of the bill was 
that in order to make such a program as this successful, a 
great majority of farmers should participate, because it can 
be readily seen that if there should be a large number who 
did not participate, no substantial reduction of acreage or 

production could be expected. However, it seemed that that 
much inducement should be offered to those who grow corn, 
wheat, or cotton to take part in this program; and my 
colleague is right in that respect. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Idaho yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it is a striking effort to 

punish the noncooperator. Under the Soil Conservation 
Act the producers of all agricultural commodities, whether 
specified as major or not, received soil-conservation pay
ments, but under the language here pointed out by the senior 
Senator from Idaho, a noncooperator, a man who does not 
sign a contract, is selected among all the farmers of the 
country and is punished for not signing a contract. It is a 
form of punishment for not cooperating, and applies only .to 
the farmers producing the commodities mentioned in the 
bill, and not to any other group of farmers in the country. 
Of course it is coercion. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I think this is a very im
portant matter. It has relation to the whole soil-conservation 
policy, and I have been a believer in that policy. 'The preser
vation of the soil in this country is a fundamental proposition. 
The soil ought to be taken care of, and no one should be 
discouraged from taking care of the soil by reason of the fact 
that he does not see fit to sign a contract. 

Sufficient inducement is being offered for the farmer to sign 
the contract, it seems to me, when there is extended to him a 
parity payment or the benefit of a loan. But is it wise or just 
to take from him the soil-conservation payments when the 
whole program, as we adopted it at the last session, was for 
the purpose of taking care of the soil throughout the country? 
Any man who engages in that activity, any man who under
takes to help the Government in that matter, ought not to be 
punished, in my opinion. Unless the amendment can go over 
until tomorrow morning I shall ask for a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
make a request that the amendment go over until tomorrow? 

Mr. BORAH. I ask that it go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GILLETTE in the chair). 

Without objection, the amendment will be passed over until 
tomorrow. The clerk will state the next amendment of the 
committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, after line 23, to strike 
out: 

{c) The adjustment contracts first prepared under this section 
shall cover farming operations with respect to commodities planted 
to be harvested in 1938, 1939, and 1940. For years subsequent to 
1940, new adjustment contracts shall be prepared for such addi
tional periods as the Secretary shall determine. Adjustment con
tracts sha~l be tendered to farmers during the last 5 months of each 
calendar year but shall be binding only with respect to major agri
cultural commodities planted for harvest in the subsequent cal
endar years covered by the contract. There shall be in force with 
respect to any farmer for any period only one contract with respect 
to each farm, but such contract shall apply to all major agricultural 
commodities. 

And to insert: 
(c) The first adjustment contracts shall cover farming operations 

with respect to wheat and corn planted for harvest in 1938. For 
years subsequent to 1938 new adjustment contracts shall be pre
pared for such additional periods, not to exceed 2 years, as the 
Secretary shall determine. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I wish to propose an 
amendment to this committee amendment-on line 15 to 
strike out "such"; on line 16, after the word "exceed", to 
strike out "two" and to insert "three"; and after the word 
"years" to insert a period; and to strike from the bill the 
words "as the Secretary shall determine", so that it would 
read as follows: 

The first adjustment contracts shall cover farming operations 
with respect to wheat and corn planted for harvest in 1938. For 
years subsequent to 1938 new adjustment contracts shall be pre
pared for additional periods not to exceed 3 years. 

. I offer this amendment because in my view this is still 
an emergency piece of legislation, and after a trial of 3 
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years, if the act operates successfully and. is practicable 
and helpful to the farmers, we can renew it. But as the 
bill now reads it will be legislation for an indefinite period, 
for all time. 

Mr. McGILL. The Senator in his amendment proposes to 
strike out the word "exceed" on line 16? 

Mr. McNARY. The last sentence, commencing on line 
14, page 4, would read: 

For years subsequent to 1938 new adjustment contracts shall 
be prepared for additional periods not to exceed 3 years. 

Mr. McGILL. I asked the question because I should like 
to know who would determine the length of the period, if we 
should strike out the words "as the Secretary shall deter
mine." I was curious to know whether or not the Senator 
had in mind fixing a 3-year period. · 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; a 3-year period, made definite. 
Mr. McGILL. That would require striking the word "ex

ceed" out of the bill also. 
Mr. McNARY. Yes. 1940 will be the beginning of a new 

political period in the country, whether the dominant party 
shall be Republican or Democratic. That ought to have 
something to do with the continuation of the proposed legis
lation, if it is so desired. The point I make is that providing 
for a period of 3 years, let us say, if the bill shall be passed, 
and if it is practicable, would give us 3 years in which to ex
periment. I think that is a sufiiciently long period. If it 
turns out to be practicable legislation, it will be easy to 
renew it for another period. It will be recalled that in 
nearly all legislation of an emergent character we have in
cluded a limitation on the number of years it is to be in 
force. I brought this matter to the attention of the com
mittee, on the day I was present at the meeting, on Satur
day, and the committee took a view opposite to what I am 
suggesting, whereupon I think I stated to the committee that 
I should renew my proposal when the bill reached the Sen
ate :floor, and I am doing so now. 

Mr. POPE. I am still not clear as to how the sentence be
ginning on line 14 and concluding on line 16 would read. 

Mr. McNARY. I was attempting to meet the situation 
as the amendment was being read by the clerk. I had sug
gested changing the amendment on line 14 so that it would 
read: 

For years subsequent to 1938 new adjustment contracts shall 
be prepared for additional periods not to exceed 3 years. 

On refiection, I do not believe that would be correct, be
cause it ought to be 2 years. The "2" should remain in the 
bill, in my judgment. It should read: 

For years subsequent to 1938 new adjustment contracts shall 
be prepared for additional periods not to exceed 2 years. 

Mr. POPE. That implies, of course, that there might be 
a contract for 1 year. Who will determine whether it would 
be 1 year or 2 years when the Senator uses the expression 
"not to exceed 2 years," if he strikes out the words "as the 
Secretary shall determine"? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McNARY. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. It strikes me that the Senator from ore

gon is slightly confused about the e1Iect of the language. 
The language provides that the first contract shall apply 
only to 1938. After that the Secretary will enter into the 
adjustment contracts from time to time during the life of 
the act, but at no time shall the contracts· extend beyond 2 
years. It seems to me that is proper, and if there was to 
be any discretion as to the period, as to whether it should 
be 1 year or 2 years, after the first year, 1938, it certainly 
ought to be in the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. McNARY. ·It should be in the discretion of the Sec
retary if there were no limitation on the continuance of the 
act. I propose by this amendment to limit its operation to 
2 years. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The effect of the Senator's amendment 
is not to try to provide for permanent agricultural relief, 
but to make the bill efiective for only 2 years. 

Mr. · McNARY. For 2 years, plus the year 1938, which 
makes 3 years, or it would terminate in 1940, and the very 
efficient senior Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. CARAWAY] has 
suggested that the language on line 15 should be, "an addi
tional period." It is easy to correct it, if one has just a 
moment for that purpose. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH.- Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield. 
Mr .. SCHWELLENBACH. I do not agree with the Sen

ator's theory, but it seems to me that if his theory is to be 
carried out it can only be carried out by taking the lan
guage as it now stands and inserting a proviso to read some
what as follows: «Provided, That no contract shall be in 
e1Iect after the 1940 marketing period." 

Mr. McNARY. I always find it a good policy to be defer
ential, and I should be very glad to accept the language of 
the Senator from Washington, which is a limitation in 
words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from 
Oregon state the amendment he now has in mind? 

Mr. McNARY. I think after the word "determine" there 
should be added the words "but in no event shall contracts 
be made after 1940." 

Mr. BARKLEY. The first language takes care of the crop 
of 1938. 1939 and 1940 would be the next 2 years. 

Mr. McNARY. I am willing to have a 3-year period, and 
by my suggestion, though probably not by appropriate lan
guage at this time, I am attempting to limit the operation 
of the bill to 3 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator desire time 
to prepare an amendment? 

Mr. McNARY. It may be that the amendment should go 
over until tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the com
mittee· amendment will go over until tomorrow. The clerk 
will state the next amendment. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am compelled to leave the 
Chamber for the balance of the evening, and I should like 
to ask that the amendment on page 7 go over, because it 
ought to be considered in connection with the matter which 
we agreed a short time ago should go over. 

The PRESIPING OFFICER. The amendment on page 6, 
beginning with line 21 and going through line 17 on page 7, 
will go over until tomorrow. The clerk will state the next 
amendment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, after line 16, to 
insert: 

(d) The adjustment contracts for 1938 shall be tendered to 
farmers up to but not later than June 1, 1938, and shall be bind
ing with respect to wheat and corn planted for harvest in 1938. 
Following such original tender the Secretary shall tender adjust
ment contracts to farmers during the last 5 months of 1938 and 
each subsequent year, but such contracts shall be binding only 
with respect to such commodities planted for harvest in a year 
covered by the contract and subsequent to the signing thereof by 
the farmer. There shall be in force with respect to any farmer 
for any period only one adjustment contract with respect to each 
farm, but such contract shall apply to both wheat and corn. Not
withstanding the foregoing provisions of this subsection, adjust
tnent contracts shall not be in effect for 1938 unless the Secretary 
finds that at least 51 percent of the farmers to whom adjust
ment contracts are required to be tendered have signed such 
contracts prior to June 1, 1938; and adjustment contracts shall 
not be in effect for any year subsequent to 1938 unless the Secre
tary finds that, prior to the commencement of such year, at least 
51 percent of such farmers have signed adjustment contracts for 
such year. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, as these amendments are 
read I find that I have expressed my views concerning 
them on former occasions, and I do not desire to repeat 
the arguments, but a few days ago I asked the able Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] why be did not include 
cotton in this amendment, as it was in the original bill. 
I found that a similar inquiry was contained in the critical 
letter of the Secretary of Agriculture, who said that there 
ought to be contracts for all of these commodities. If there 
are to be contracts for wheat and corn, called adjustment 



193'l PONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 929 
contracts, I should think that from the standpoint of the 
administrator in the administration of the bill there should 
be adjustment contracts for cotton, tobacco, and rice. 

I am not going to offer any amendment on that point. 
I do not know how the Senators feel who have given much 
thought to this language. However, I think all the commodi
ties ought to be treated in the same fashion, without discrimi
nation concerning the contracts. I feel, as the Secretary of 
Agriculture does, that there should be contracts for all these 
commodities rather than contracts for some, and guesses 
and gentlemen's agreements for others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment on page 4 after line 16. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 5, at the beginning of 

line 13, to strike out "(d)" and insert "(e)"; commencing 
in the same line, to strike out "For the purposes of adjust
ment contracts, the 'farmer' shall be deemed tO be the 
person owning the land comprising the farm, except that 
if the farm is leased to a person having full control of 
cropping operations thereon for 1 or more years duri.ng 
the period covered by the adjustment contract, then such 
lessee shall be deemed to be the farmer during such year 
or years"; and in line 22, after the word "tenants", to insert 
"landowners", so as to read: 

(e) In preparing and entering into adjustments contracts, the 
Secretary shall take into consideration and protect the rightful 
interests and equities of tenants, landowners, and sharecroppers.. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I should like to have either 
the able Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] or the able 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPEl advise me why they inserted 
·in this amendment the word "landowners," which was not in 
any of the other provisions. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, the Senator will note that the 
definition or attempted definition of "farmer" is stricken out 
because it was unsatisfactory to the committee. There was 
.left in, however, the last part of the paragraph: 

In preparing and entering into adjustment contracts, the Secre
tary shall take into consideration and protect the rightful inter
ests and equities of tenants, landowner&-

The word "landowners" did not appear necessary when the 
definition of "farmer" appeared in the bill. When that was 
stricken out, it appeared to the committee that the word 
''landowners" was necessary. I think it is perfectly obvious 
to the Senator from Oregon or anyone else who reads the bill 
in its present form that the rights of "tenants, landowners, 
and sharecroppers" should all be taken into consideration 
in determining and making payment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment beginning on page 5, line 13. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 5, at the beginning of 

line 23, to strike out "(e)" and insert "(f)"; in the same line, 
·after the word "this", to strike out "title a major agricultural 
commodity" and insert "act wheat and corn"; on page 6, 
line 1, after the word "Whenever", to strike out "in case of 
cotton, wheat, field corn, rice, or tobacco,"; in line 6, before 
the word "corn" to strike out "field"; in line 8, before the 
word "commodity", to strike out "major agricultural", and in 
line 11, before the word "corn", to strike out "field", so as to 
read: 

(f) For the purposes of this act wheat and com shall be deemed. 
to be produced. for market except in the following circumstances: 

( 1) Whenever the amount thereof produced and consumed an
nually on the farm is more than 75 percent of the aggregate normal 
yield of the soil-depleting base acreage for the commodity; or 

(2) Whenever in the case of com the aggregate normal yield of 
the soil-depleting base acreage for such commodity ts less than 
300 bushels, and in the case of wheat such aggregate normal yield 
is less than 100 bushels, and the acreage devoted to com, or to 
wheat, as the case may be, does not exceed such respective base 
acreage: Provided, however, That either such .commodity shall be 
deemed to be produced for market if 25 percent or more of the 
aggregate normal yield of such base acreage is marketed and 1! the 
farmer indicates to the Secretary h1s desire to become a cooperator. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
LXXXII--59 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment at the bot
tom of page 6 and the top of page 7 was passed over at the 
request of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH]. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; I think it was agreed that that 
amendment should go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That amendment will go 
over until tomorrow. 

The next amendment of the committee will be stated. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead "Surplus 

Reserve Loans," on page 7, line 19, after the word "Sec.", to 
strike out "4" and insert "5"; in line 20, after the word 
"title", to strike out "II" and insert "VII"; in line 22, after 
the word "upon", to strike out "any major agricultural com
modity" and insert "wheat or corn"; on page 8, line 3, after 
the word "of", where it occurs the first time, to strike out 
"the"; and at the end of line 3, to insert a colon and the fol
lowing: "Provided, That whenever a national marketing 
quota is in effect for the current crop of the commodity, 
then the Corporation is directed to make such loans avail
able to any noncooperator on his stock of such crop of the 
commodity in excess of his farm marketing quota estab
lished for the commodity; but the loan rates shall be 70 per
cent of the loan rates prescribed in schedule A", so as to 
read: 

SEC. 5. (a.) The Surplus Reserve Loan Corporation established. by 
tltle Vll of this act (hereinafter referred to as the Corporation) iS 
directed to make available surplus reserve loans upon wheat or 
corn produced for market at the loan rates prescribed in schedule 
A of this title, based on the parity price, and the relationship of 
the total supply to the normal supply, as proclaimed a.t the begin
ning of the marketing year. Such loans shall be made only to 
cooperators and on the security solely of stocks of the commodity 
insured and stored under seal: Provided, That whenever a national 
marketing quota is in effect for the current crop of the com
modity, then the Corporation is directed to make such loans avail
able to any noncooperator on his stock of such crop of the com
modity in excess of his farm marketing quota established for the 
commodity; but the loan rates shall be- 70 percent of the loan 
rates prescribed in schedule A. The terms and conditions of such 
loans shall be such as the Corporation determines most effectively 
will carry out with respect to the commodity the declared policy 
of this act. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, that language, of course, is 
calculated to deal more tenderly with the noncooperator in 
his application for loans. I observe in lines 8, 9, and 10, on 
page 8, that the loan rate shall be 70 percent of the loan 
rates prescribed in schedule A. That simply means, I 
assume, using simple figures, that if the schedule would give 
$100 as a maximum loan to Smith, who was a cooperator, 
Jones, a noncooperator, could get 70 percent. 

Mr. POPE. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. Of course, that provision, like the others 

we were discussing, is another form of procedure tending to 
coerce the others in; but I will say that it is really an 
improvement over the original language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment on page 7, beginning in line 19. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, after line 13, to 

strike out: 
(b) Each adjustment contract shall include a provision that the 

Secretary shall, whenever necessary in order to carry out during 
any marketing year the declared policy of this act with respect to 
any major agricultural commodity, require during such marketing 
year or within 30 days prior thereto that each cooperator en
gaged in producing the commodity for market store under seal, 
until the expiration of such marketing year or such shorter period 
as the Secretary shall prescribe, his stock of such commodity up 
to an amount not exceeding 20 percent of the crop harvested by 
him during the calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 
Such cooperator shall be entitled to obtain from the Corporation 
surplus reserve loans with respect to stocks stored in accordance 
With this subsection. 

And to insert a new subsection (b), as follows: 
(b) The Corporation is directed to make available loans on cot

ton and may make loans available on rice, tobacco, and all other 
agricultural commodities other than wheat, corn, or cotton. Loans 
made pursuant to this subsection shall be made on the security 
solely of stocks of the commodity insured and stored under seal. 
The amount, terms, and conditions of such loans shall be fixed 

\ 
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. by the Corporation, taking into account the . maintenance of 
foreign outlets for the commodity and the effect of prospective 
production of the commodity on the value of the stock of the 
commodity held or to be acqUired as security for the loan. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, when the bill was being 
discussed last week on the floor of the Senate, I asked the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] about its construction. and 
he stated that this amendment had been incorporated in 
the bill at the suggestion of the able Senator from Mis
sissippi fMr. BILBO]. I asked at that time that the amend
ment go over. In the absence of the Senator from Missis
sippi [Mr. BILBO], and in the absence of other Senators, I 
ask that the amendment go over for the day. It will bear 
more discussion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment will be passed over until tomorrow. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I hope I shall be here when 
the amendment is considered, because I have serious objec
tion to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
next amendment of the committee. 
· The next amendment was, on page 9, line 14, after the 
word "this", to strike out "title" and insert "act", so as to 
read: 

(c) For the purposes of this act any agricultural commodity 
shall be deemed to be stored by the farmer under seal only if 
stored in suchc warehouses or other stora~e facilities, -whether . on 1 
or off the farm, as conform to requirements of such regulations as 
the Secretary shall prescribe ·in order more effectively to administer 
this act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was,. on page 9, line 21, after ·the · 

word "producing", to strike out "any major agricultural com
·modity" and insert "cotton, wheat, com, tobacco, or rice", 
·so as to read: 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, if the 
farmers producing cotton, wheat, · corn, tobacco, or rice. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, this is the same kind of an 
amendment relating to a referendum as the one to which I 
had objection. I desire to register a vote against it. I do 
not want it adopted by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment is 
on page 9, line 22. 

Mr. AUSTIN. · Yes. It has reference to referendums. I 
do not want the amendment to be adopted by unanimous 
consent. I wish to register my vote against it. I object to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment on page 9, line 21. [Putting the question.] 
The ayes have it, and the amendment is agreed to. 

The clerk will state the next amendment of the committee. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, in line 24, before 

the word "that", to strike out "section 10 of this title" and 
insert "this act", so as to read: 

Indicate by vote in the referendum carried out pursuant to the 
. provisions of this act. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I object. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment on page 9, line 24. [Putting the question.] 
The ayes have it, and the amendment is agreed to. 

The clerk· will state the next amendment of the committee. 
The next amendrilent was, on page · 10, line 1, after the 

word "farmers'' and the comma, to strike out "surplus re
serve", so as to read: 

That marketing quotas with respect to such commodity are 
opposed by more than one:-third of such farmers, loans shall not 
be available thereafter with respect to the commodity during the 
period from the date on which the results of the referendum are 
proclaimed by the Secretary untU the beginning of the second 
succeeding marketing year. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 10, line 6, after the 

word "Payments" to insert "For Cotton, Wheat, and Corn"; 
so as to make the subhead read: 

Parity payments for cotton, wheat, and com. 

Mr. McNARY. - Mr. President, is that the amendment on 
page 10? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; the subhead on page 10, 
line 6. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not care about the 
heading. Referring to the body of the section I am curious 
to know whether the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] 

recalls my statement made a few days ago when I said that 
the language was mandatory requiring the Secretary to make 
parity payments, in the face of the statement of the Sen
ator from Alabama that he did not expect parity payments. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I did not say that. I 
said I did not expect full parity. There is a difference be
tween payments on parity, or making payments based on 
parity, and parity payments in full. 

Mr. McNARY. We were talking about parity. I assume 
that paritY. means full. When I say I will pay a man 
my obligation, I do not have to say my full obligation, but 
I am assumed to mean that I will pay my full obligation. 
When the Secretary is _directed' to make parity payments, 
·I assume that that means parity payments, and not 10 per-
cent of parity payments. 

I do_ n~t _want tc;> misquote .the ~Sena~r. from Al~baiPaJ or 
any other Senator. I shall not offer an amendment, but there 
is a very great inconsistency, as I pointed out, ·between the 

!title and the ·provisions of this section. - In declarato1-y and 
·.mandatory language the Secretary of Agriculture is directed 
to make parity pa·yments, when it is admitted that he cannot 
make parity payments, because he will not have sufficient 
funds ~or t~at purpose. ·. ~ 

Mr. POPE. Mr~ President, I - do· not interpret that lan
guage as the Senator does. If the term "mortgage pay
~e~s·~ w~re ~¢. t~at w9ulct .not-mean that _the full amount 
of the mortgage necessarily would be paid, but that pay
ments would· 'Qe made in reducing the mortgage,· In the 

-pending section payments are made on parity. It is similar 
to payments i:nade on a mortgage. I think that is the in
terpretation that should be placed on the language. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McNARY. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me that this line has not any 

legal effect on the bill anyway. It is just a subhead. It does 
not say what shall be. done. Suppose it were stricken, it 
would not affect the section a particle.' The subject that 
follows in section 6 is about parity payments for cotton, 
wheat, and corn. The subheading might be left out, and it 
would not hurt the bill in any way, or affect its legality. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a great deal might be left 
out of the bill and it might be improved by so doing. I 
am not now suggesting that. The section begins, "Promptly 
following the close of each marketing year." It specifies 
when these paymentS shall be made; namely, that promptly 
following the close of the marketing year the Secretary shall 
do what? Make parity payments. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; but line 6 does not provide that he 
shall do that. If anyone wanted to amend the measure in 
respect to what the Secrt;tary should do, he would not 

' amend line 6, but he would amend the language that follows. 
Mr. McNARY. I am not ·talking about line 6. 
Mr. NORRIS. -That is what -is · no~ - ~ing considered. 

The pending amendment is in line 6. 
Mr. McNARY. I am not captious. I am talking about the 

subject matter in section 6. 
: The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment on page 10, line 6. 
· Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I have a clarifying 
·amendment to the committee amendment which I should 
like to have considered at this time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, we have not yet reached 
that point. I suggest that we pass on the amendment on 
page 10, line 6, which is a separate amendment. It .is 
simply a heading. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Very well 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment on page 10, line 6. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of 

the committee will be stated. 
The next amendment was, on page 10, line 8, after the 

word "for", to strike out "any major agricultural commodity 
(except flue-cured, Maryland, and burley tobacco) " and 
insert "cotton, wheat, or corn." 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Presic;lent, I send to the desk an 
amendment to the committee amendment and ask that it 
may be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Alabama will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, at the end of line 10, it is 
proposed to insert: "in lieu of payments made under the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act with respect 
to such commodity", and in line 13, after the word "co
operator", to strike out the period and insert, "and in the 
case of cotton the acreage of cotton does not exceed the 
acreage apportioned to the farm pursuant to the provisions 
of Title m of this act, or in the absence of such apportion
ment does not exceed the acreage apportioned to the farm 
under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act." 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. POPE. That is not an amendment to a committee 

amendinent. It is not an amendment either to the portion 
proposed to be stricken out or to the words proposed to be 
added. I take it it is not in order. 

MJ:. BANKHEAD. We can have it considered now because 
I do not want to be foreclosed from ofi'ering it. 

Mr. POPE. I sha.Ii have no objection. 
Mr. McNARY. Let us have the amendment to the amend

ment again stated. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I think it is an amendment to the 

committee amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Sen .. 

ator from Alabama will be again stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, at the end of line 10, 

after the words "parity payment", it is proposed to insert: 
In lieu of payments made under the Soil Conservation and 

Domestic Allotment Act with respect to such commoclity. 

And in line 13, after the word "cooperator", strike out the 
period and insert: 

And In the case of cotton the acreage of cotton does not exceed 
the acreage apportioned to the farm pursuant to the provisions of 
title m of this act, or 1n the absence of such apportionment does 
not exceed the acreage apportioned to the farm under the SoU 
Conservation an~ Domestic Allotment Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first part of the amend .. 
ment ofi'ered would not be in order at this time. The latter 
part of the amendment is in order. The committee amend .. 
ment under consideration is in lines 9 and 10. The amend .. 
ment offered is not in order at this time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, let me make a state .. 
ment about what it is and if the Senator wants it to go over 
it will be all right. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. NORRIS. As I understand, the amendment of the 

Senator from Alabama has no relation whatever to the com .. 
mittee amendment which the Senate is now considering. I 
do not know why we should discontinue consideration of a 
committee amendment which is properly before the Senate 
and take up for conSideration some· other amendment which 
is not properly before the Senate. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. My amendment adds to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; it does not add to the committee 
amendment which is now under consideration. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think it does, but if there is any ob .. 
jection I shall withhold it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the Senator can offer it 
later. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If it will be in order later I shall let it 
go over for the time being. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the 
amendment of the Senator from Alabama will go over and 
may be offered at a later time. . 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not object to my amendment go .. 
ing over if I can present it later. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no question that the Senator can 
present his amendment when the committee amendments 
shall have been disposed of. He does not have to with .. 
draw it. He will be allowed to offer it later because he has 
a right to offer it when we reach that point in the consid
eration of the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think we should have the 
amendment of the Senator from Alabama printed and let it 
lie on the table until the appropriate time. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
from Alabama a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala
bama yield to the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Certainly. 
Mr. AUSTIN. Does the Senator from Alabama construe 

the amendment which he will offer so that if adopted it 
would modify the contract now existing with respect ·to pay .. 
ments under the Soil Conservation Act? 

Mr. BANKliEAD. The amendment I am proposing to 
offer is intended to clarify this point in the bill. It will be 
noted that the amendment is to that part of the bill which 
sets up soil-conservation pa:Yments on corn ·and wheat. My 
amendment provides payments under the Soil Conservation 
Act on com and wheat, provided the recipients are coop
erators. The question has been raised, in the event there is 
no cotton control program, either by virtue of there being 
no necessity for one on account of reaching parity price or 
by reason of the farmers rejecting such a program, where 
woUld the cotton farmer stand? . This is to make it positive 
and clear that cotton would stand exactly as wheat and corn 
stand and would be under the soil-conservation program. 
That is the only object of the amendment. 

Mr. AUSTIN. As I understood it when read by the clerk, 
lt would undertake to make parity payments take the place 
of the payments already obligated to the farmer under the 
Soil Conservation Act. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sure the Senator will see his 
error when he reads the amendment. I know he is clear
minded and will readily understand its purpose. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. HATCH. I understood the Chair to state, at the 

time the Senator from Alabama presented his amendment, 
that part of that amendment was in order and part of it 
was not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair ruled that the 
amendment was not in order to the then pending committee 
amendment. As drawn and presented at the desk the lat .. 
ter part of the amendment of the Senator from Alabama 
would be in order to the next committee amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. The latter part of the amendment would 
be in order to the next committee amendment? 

-The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. If that part of his amendment which is 

in order should not be acted on when the next committee 
amendment is before the Senate for consideration, would 
it lose its standing later? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It went over with the understanding 
that later I should have the right tO present it again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
requested that his amendment go over and there was no 
objection and it was so ordered. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. If the amendment is not in order now to 

the committee amendment that is pending, it will have to go 
over until all committee amendments are disposed of. If we 
are to stop in the middle of the consideration of committee 
amendments to consider individual amendments which are 
not in order to committee amendments, we will never make 
any progress with the bill. 

Mr. B.&~EAD. The Presiding Officer ruled that part 
of my amendment was in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But the Senator is offering it as a whole. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I just wanted to get it clear so that I 

shall not lose any of my rights by reason of letting it go over. 
- Mr. BARKLEY. I do not want the Senator to lose any 
rights. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Then, what is all the argument about? 
Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator wants to split his amend

ment and consider that part of it which would be in order 
at this time or when the following committee amendment is 
considered, that is a different matter; but as a whole it is not 
in order at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair. ruled that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama was not in 
order as an amendment to the pending committee amend
ment, and stated gratUitously that part of it would be in 
order to a later amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. What I want to know is whether there 
is any objection to my amendment going over and having 
.it considered later, without losing any rights on the ground 
that part of it is now in order and part of it is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the opinion of the pres
ent occupant of the Chair the Senator would not lose any 
rights. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the 

Senator from Alabama will go over. The pending amend
ment of the committee will be stated again. 

The pending amendment of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry was, on page 10, line 8, after the word "for", 
to strike out "any major agricultural commodity <except 
flue-cured, Maryland, and burley tobacco)" and insert 
''cotton, wheat, or com." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next ·amendment was, on page 10, in line 11, after the 
word "to", to strike out "cooperators" and insert "farmers." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 12, after the 
word "year"· and the comma, to insert "provided, in case of 
wheat and corn, the farmer is a cooperator." 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I suggest that that amend
ment be passed over in order that the Senator from Alabama 
may offer an amendment to it later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment will be passed over. - The next amendment will 
be stated. 

The next · amendment of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry was, on page 10, line 18, after the word ''pay
ments", to insert a comma and the words "in case of wheat 
and com." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 20, after the 
word "commodity", to strike out "devoted to the production 
thereof (", and in the same line, before the word "during", 
to strike out ") ." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, line 1, after the 
word so", to strike out "devoted" and insert "planted." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, in line 3, after the 
word "commodity" and the period, to insert "Such pay-

ments, in case of cotton, shall be made upon the quantity of 
cotton produced on each farm under the national marketing 
quota for cotton." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, line 8, after the 
word "payment", to strike out "for a major agricultural 
commodity"; in line 10, after the word "for", to strike out 
"such" and insert "the"; in line 12, after the word "therefor", 
to strike out "(1) when a surplus reserve loan is available 
with respect to such commodity and" and insert "under 
schedule A of this title if"; and in line 16, after the word 
"rate", to strike out the comma and "or {2) when a surplus 
reserve loan is not available with respect to such commodity", 
so as to read: 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), the parity 
payment shall be computed at a rate equal to the difference be
tween the current average farm price for the commodity during 
the marketing year just closed and the maximum income rate 
therefor under schedule A of this title 1! the difference between 
such current average farm price and the maximum income rate 1s 
less than the applicable parity payment rate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 17, to 
insert: 

(c) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this section, 
parity · payments for cotton, wheat, or corn with respect to the 
marketing year ending in 1938 shall be computed at the rates 
heretofore announced by the Secretary under the 1938 agricultural 
conservatiem program in connection with farm goals for cotton, 
wheat, and corn, respectively, in case such rates are greater than 
the rates hereinbefore in this section provided. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend
ment to the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee amendment on page 
11, it is proposed to strike out lines 18 to 25, and in lieu 
thereof to insert: 

(c) Notwithstanding any of the provisions of this act, parity 
payments for cotton, wheat, or corn, in any marketing year shall 
be computed on the basis of the payments available under the 
Soil-Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, in 
case such payments are greater than the payments available. under 
this act. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Louisiana yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. OVERTON. I wish to make an explanation of my 

amendment, but I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. McNARY. I think the amendment of the Senator 

from LoUisiana ought to be printed so we may have an oppor
tunity to study it. I ask the able Senator if he will not 
permit the amendment to be printed and studied in con
nection with the language of the bill? 

Mr. OVERTON. I have no objection. 
Mr. McNARY. I may not have any objection to the Sena

tor's amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 

amendment of the Senator from Louisiana to the pending 
committee amendment will be printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I do not want to be too 
meticulous about the use of conjunctions and whether they 
are employed disjunctively or conjunctively, but on page 
11, line 19, the language is: 

Nothwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this section, parity 
payments for cotton, wheat, or corn-

And so forth. I think the phrase should read "cotton, 
wheat, and com." Under the interpretation of those who 
will administer the provisions of the bill, even though all 
three commodities might be eligible for payments any one 
could be selected because it might be held, the word "or" 
being used to connect wheat and cotton, a choice could be 
made. I think it ought to read "cotton, wheat, and com." 
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Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. I think the reason for the language as it 

now appears in the amendment was that a sufficient number 
of contracts might be made among farmers producing the 
commodity of wheat for the program to be put into effect as 
to that commodity, but it might not be put into effect as to 
the commodity of corn. 

Mr. SMITH. I recognize that fact. 
Mr. McGILL. That is the reason for the use of the dis

junctive instead of the conjunctive. 
Mr. SMITH. I understand that; but there would be no 

necessity for the application of the bill if one of these com
modities were in such a condition as not to need it. As the 
sentence now reads, however, the Administrator may select, 
regardless of condition, any one of these three products. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Carolina yield? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. POPE. Used in the connection in which the word is 

used here, it seems to me the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina is entirely proper. It refers to parity 
payments on cotton, wheat, and corn. Therefore, I should 
be in favor of the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH. I offer that amendment. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The amendment now under discussion is not before the Sen
ate, as I understand. Am I correct.? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisiana 
is correct. The Senate agreed that the pending amendment, 
and amendments to it, shoUld go over until tomorrow. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina move to reconsider that 
action? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as that change 
has been agreed to, I suggest that it will not affect the 
amendment which goes over. 

Mr. SMITH. Just change the word "or·• to "and." If the 
Senator will withdraw his suggestion as to that going over, 
we can have that matter settled now and save time. I have 
waited around here a long time to get down to this part of 
the bill, and I should like to see it agreed to or rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sen
ate will reconsider its action in this respect for the purpose 
of agreeing to the amendment changing "or" to "and." 
Without objection, the amendment to the amendment is 
agreed to. 

Mr. OVERTON. I shall ask, then, that the amendment 
I suggested be changed and that the word "and" be sub
stituted for the word "or." I modify my amendment, which 
the Senate has not yet passed upon. It has gone over. 
The pending committee amendment is to go over, and may 
amendment to it. My amendment undertakes to strtke out 
the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisiana 
asks to have the amendment which he offered modified to 
conform to the amendment just adopted to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. OVERTON. So as to read "cotton and corn" instead . 
of "cotton or corn." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has that priv
ilege. The clerk will state the next amendment of the 
committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 12', at the beginning 
of line 1, to strike out "(c)" and insert "(d)", and in line 
2, after the word "to", to strike out "any major agricul
tural commodity" and insert "cotton, wheat, or corn", so as 
to read: 

(d) The first parity payments made under this act with 
respect to cotton, wheat, or corn shall be those made following the 
close of the marketing year therefor ending during 1938. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead "Consumer 
safeguards," on page 12, line 6, after the word "Sec.", to 
strike out "6. (a)" and insert "7."; in line 7, after the word 
"for", to strike out "any major agricultural commodity as 
proclaimed monthly under section 14 (d) is more than 10 
percent above" and insert "cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, or 
rice, as proclaimed monthly by the Secretary hereunder, ex
ceeds"; in line 17, after the word "section", to strike out 
"4 (b)" and insert "9 <c> "; in line 24, after the word "price", 
to strike out "is not more than 10 percent above" and insert 
"does not exceedu; and at the beginning of line 2, to strike 
out "industrial", so as to read: 

SEC. 7. Whenever the current average farm price for cotton. 
wheat, corn, tobacco, or rice, as proclaimed monthly by the Secre
tary hereunder, exceeds the parity price so proclaimed for the com .. 
modity, the Secretary shall, to the extent necessary to stabilize at 
parity such current average farm price for the commodity-

!. Gall surplus reserve loans secured by the commodity; 
2. Release stocks of the commodity stored under seal pursuant to 

section 9 (c); 
3. Release stocks of the commodity held under marketing-quota 

restrictions; 
4. Dispose of stocks of the commodity acquired by the Corpora

tion in connection with surplus reserve loans. 
stocks of the commodity acquired by the Corporation 1n connection 
with surplus reserve loans shall, if such current average farm 
price does not exceed such parity price, be disposed of only for 
human-relief, export, or surplus-reserve purposes. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on ·page 13, after line 2, to 

strike out: 
(b) Whenever the current average farm price for any major 

agricultural commodity as proclarmed monthly under section 14 
(d) is more than 10 percent above or below the parity price 
so proclaimed for such commodity, then the Secretary shall fUr
ther proclaim the amount of such difference. Effective the day 
following such proclamation the specific rate of duty imposed by 
law upon the corresponding dutiable commodity, namely, wheat, 
corn, or maize, including cracked corn, wrapper tobacco, and 
filler tobacco, or paddy or rough rice and brown rice, as specified 
in the proclamation, shall be decreased or increased, respectively, 
by the amount of such di.fference. Whenever the current aver
age farm price so proclaimed for such major agricultural com
modity no longer di.ffers by more than 10 percent from the 
parity price so proclaimed for such commodity, then the Secre
tary shall proclaim that fact, and the decrease or increase in rate 
of duty shall cease to be in effect on the day following such 
proclamation. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view of the fact that 

we have started to make some progress on the bill, I think 
we might suspend here. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask the attention of 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE]. We have reached the 
point where the first of the four amendments offered by the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN] and myself would 
appear. These amendments all relate to the dairy industry. 
Would it be wise for us to consider all of them at the same 
time? I ask the question because otherwise the first one 
would come up in connection with the amendment which 
appears next on the list. 

Mr. POPE. I will say to the Senator from New York that 
whatever form of dealing with the matter is most conven· 
ient will be satisfactory, so far as I am concerned. We are 
now getting to the subsections under the heading "Base 
Acreages for Wheat and Corn.'' If the provision to which 
the Senator refers affecting dairying comes within these sub4 

sections, personally I have no objection to their being con· 
sidered in whatever way he prefers. 

Mr. COPELAND. Our amendments are four in number, 
and they cover four different pages of the bill. I raise the 
question simply in order that the Senator may have it under 
advisement and decide tomorrow what course he prefers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Are the amendments of the Senator 
from New York in the form of amendments to committee 
amendments, or amendments to the language of the bill 
independent of committee amendments? · 

Mr. COPELAND. They are amendments to committee 
amendments. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. VAN NUYS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 

which was recommitted the nomination of Victor E. Ander· 
son, of Minnesota, to be United States attorney for the dis
trict of Minnesota, vice George F. Sullivan, reported favor
ably thereon. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of several 

·postmasters. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gn.LETTE in the chair). 

The reports will be placed on the Executive Calendar. 
If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk will 

state the nominations on the Executive Calendar. 
THE CALENDAR--POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the nominations of post· 
masters on the Executive Calendar be confirmed en bloc, 
with the exception of the nominations of West Virginia 
postmasters, on which action was postponed last week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom· 
inations on the Executive Calendar, other than the West 
Virginia nominations, are confirmed en bloc. 

That completes the Executive Calendar. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE--ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 

Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the enrolled joint reso· 
lution (H. J. Res. 525) to make the existing appropriations 
for mileage of Senators and Representatives immediately 
available for payment, and it was signed by th-e Vice Presi· 
dent. 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 22 min· 
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tues· 
day, December 7, 1937, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate December 6 
<legislative day of November 16) 1 1937 

POSTMASTERS 

PENNSYLANIA 

Orabel Rarick, Barnesville. 
Hazel E. Hetrick, Beavertown. 
Margaret A. Helfrich, Bruin. 
George H. Houck, Cairnbrook. 
Marie Kolasa, Clarence. 
Leonard E. Devilbiss, Fawn Grove. 
Anna Hullihan, Gilberton. 
Joseph J. Myers, Irvine. 
William Killion, Irvona. 
Thomas R. Lawler, Jessup. 
Howard E. Bixler, Manchester. 
Lottie Tueche, New Eagle. 
Frank G. Christopher, Smithton. 
Mary E. Cramer, South Connellsville. 
Harry H. Howell, Union Dale. 
Sadie L. Brunner, Worcester. 
Margaret E. Malley, Wyncote. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Henry W. Landwehr, Winfred. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1937 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 

offered the following prayer: 

Our Father, Thou who art most human, yet most divine, 
Thy mercies are one unbroken succession; to Thee we lift 
our hearts of praise; let the beauty of the Lord be upon us. 
We pray that the vision splendid may flash out of the 
invisible; open Thou the windows of our spirits toward the 
unseen. Bless, we pray Thee, the President of these United 
States; return him to our homeland in renewed strength. 
Grant that the whole body of our citizens may obey its laws, 
and may peace prevail throughout our borders. Our Father, 
may we look for the best in others and give them the best 
we have; may we love the flower and not think of the blight. 
Thou, who art the God of the whole earth, let the heavens, 
the earth, and the sons of God unite in pleading for the 
fleeing, starving, and stricken refugees of war's hell of 
horrors. In the name of the Prince of Peace. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, December 3, 
1937, was read and approved. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that on Thursday next, after the disposition of 
matters on the Speaker's table and the regular order of 
business, I may address the House for 15 minutes on the 
child-labor provisions · of the Senate and House wage-hour 
bills. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks unan
imous consent that on Thursday next, after the disposition 
of matters on the Speaker's desk and following the legis
lative program of the day, he may be permitted to address 
the House for 15 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, do I understand correctly that this re· 
quest is to address the House after the consideration of the 
farm bill? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; it comes after the legislative pro. 
gram of the day, whatever it may be. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The gentleman would 
not have any objection to a similar request if anyone on this 
side should ask permission to address the House following 
the gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Colorado? 
There was no objection. 

THE CONSENT CALENDAR 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, this is Consent Calendar 

day, but as everyone knows, one of the Members who on this 
side of the House look after the Consent Calendar is ill in a 
hospital. After consulting with some of the other Members 
who are looking after this matter, I find they do not them
selves desire to proceed today with the call of the Consent 
Calendar. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, that the 
calling of the Consent Calendar may be dispensed with for 
today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD and include therein 
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excerpts from a letter from the Chairman of the Home 
Owners' Loan Corporation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kan!aS? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my remarks in the RECORD by including therein an 
article written by the gentleman from Ka~ [Mr. Hous-
'l'ONJ. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD and include therein an 
editorial from a San Francisco newspaper, together with 
my reply. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WillTE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks in the REcoRD and include therein 
excerpts from an article on finance by a constituent. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my remarks in the RECORD and include therein a let
ter from the President. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD on the bill H. R. 
7710. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD on two subjects--hous
ing and silver. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Dlinois? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that on Thursday, December 16, after the disposition of mat
ters on the Speaker's table and following the legislative pro
gram for the day, I may be permitted to address the House 
for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
ENTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MASoN asked and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to extend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting in the 
Appendix a newspaper article appearing in the Corpus 
Christi Caller concerning the views of my distinguished col
league the gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEB::mG J with refer
ence to farm legislation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the RECORD on the subject of 
freedom of the· press. 

'!be SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the· 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

address the House for 15 minutes on Thursday, following 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
APPOINTMENT ON APPROPRIA'l:IONS COMm'l'TEE 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a privileged reso
lution, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Reso"l:ved, That JoSEPH E. CASEY, of Massachusetts, be, and he 1s 

hereby, elected a member of the standing Committee of the House 
of Representatives on Appropriations. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
NEUTRALITY 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs to report back to the House 
the privileged resolution, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 364 

Resolved, That the President of the United States is requested, 
1f not incompatible with the public interest, to transmit to the 
House of Representatives at the earliest practicable moment the 
following information, namely: 

1. Has Japan seized Chinese territory by force of arms? 
2. Is Japan pressing deeper into Chinese territory? 
3. Is the United States moving or preparing to move 1ts legation 

from the capital of China? 
4. Has the Department of State advised citizens of the United 

States in China to leave that country? 
5. Has consideration of the removal of the legation and citizenl!l 

of the United States been caused by a conflict of armed forces? 
If so, between whom? 

6. Are arms and ammunitions and implements of war being sold 
by or shipped by United States citizens to any such armed forces? 
Are they going by cash or credit? 

7. Does a state of war exist in China? 
8. Is it a fact that the Department of State is using the Neu

trality Act as an instrument of policy as indicated by the follow
ing statements of the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs on the floor of the House of Representatives on November 
17, 1937, to wit: 

"I think it will aid Japan and aid the Fascist countries of 
Europe more by putting this law into effect now · than by not 
putting it into effect." 

And again: 
"I am not saying that we should help China, but I want to 

stick a dagger in these countries that are trying to create dicta
torship and trying to ruin the world." 

9. What armed forces of the United States are in Chinese or 
Japanese territory and for what purpose? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, a quite voluminous re
port <Rept. No. 1651> has been made by the Secretary of 
State in answer to these questions and I ask unanimous con
sent that the same may be printed in the RECORD, and I 
move the tabling of the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks 
unanimous consent that the report of the committee may be 
printed in the REcoRD. Is there objection? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield to the gentleman for a 
question. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The resolution and the 
statement of the Secretary concern a definition of policy 
with respect to the neutrality act, and, apparently, will be 
the setting of a precedent. Does the gentleman think the 
reply of the Secretary covers fully the questions that are 
asked in the resolution? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. The gentleman thinks the reply of 
the Secretary fully covers the questions the gentleman has 
asked, and if there is any objection to printing the report 
in the RECORD I shall simply move to table the resolution. 

Mr. FISH. There is no objection. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. We have no objection to 

printing the report, nor to tabling the resolution, provided 
the report answers the questions, as the gentleman assures 
us it does. The resolution was a resolution of inquiry. 
If it has brought the information requested and has afforded 
the Secretary of State an opportunity to set forth the posi
tion of the Administration with regard to the Neutrality 
Act and to state the present policy of the United States in 
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regard to the war in China, the resolution has served its 
purpose, and a very useful purpose. 

IMPORTANT TO EVER.Y CITIZEN 

Under permission to extend my remarks at this point, I 
wish to emphasize the importance of a thorough under
standing of that position to every citizen of the United 
States. 

At the previous session, this Congress passed, and the Presi
dent signed, an act entitled "The Neutrality Act of 19~7 :" It 
was the third writing of a neutrality law by this admimstra
tion. The two previous neutrality laws were called tempor~ry 
neutrality acts; this was offered as the permanent ne~t.rality 
act. It was certainly the considered and deliberate oprr..1on of 
the administration written into law. It was presented to and 
argued to this House as a measure which would keep us from 
getting into a pre-war situation. . 

Such books as Walter Mills' Road to War, and the dis
closures of the Nye committee regarding the sale of arms 
and ammunition and the discovery of pre-war agreements 
among other nations on the division of spoils brought this 
House to the decision that we would declare a policy of neu
trality and declare it in advance so that we would not get 
into the position that leads to war. 

It seems now perfectly clear that the so-called Neutrality 
Act has become, what many feared at the time, not an in
strument of neutrality but an instrument of policy. It has 
become a means of granting or withholding favors to one na
tion or another, according to the President's decision as to 
where our interests lie. 

My remarks at the time the measure was before us were 
reviewed when I presented this resolution of inquiry on the 
24th of November. As I repeated then: 

Application of an embargo on arms in a discretionary way de
stroys neutrality by the very name itself. • • • Under this 
measure the people become, more than ever in the history of 
America, pawns in Presidential policy. 

WHAT OF WAR IN ANOTHER QUARTER? 

Mr. Speaker, the policy of the administration may be the 
right policy in the Orient-today. It may be keeping us 
out of war-today. But I raise this sober question: 

If the President under the Neutrality Act can ignore the war 
in China today, has not an overwhelming precedent been cz:e
ated to ignore war wherever it may break out? And then for 
us to get into all kinds of danger zones? · 

We are told that the President has not found a state of 
war to exist in China. Therefore, he need not invoke the 
Neutrality Act which would place an embargo on the ship
ment of arms and ammunition and require that our citizens 
keep off ships in the war zone and require that nations 
getting war materials pay cash for them or at least settle 
for all interest of our citizens in such goods. 

What will be the attitude of the nation that wants our 
ammunition if and when the act is invoked? 

We can grant the contention well set forth by the gentle
man from Connecticut [Mr. SHANLEY], in a recent address to 
the Hou....~. that the nature of sovereignty is such that the 
Chief Executive has an unusual power in directing foreign 
affairs. A Supreme Court decision has been cited in support 
of that point. The Court has also said: 

Every contention by force between two nations in external mat
ters under the authority of their respective governments is not only 
war but public war (Bas. v. Tingy, 4 Dallas, 34, 40; 1 L. Ed. 731, 
732-3). 

If such a definition did not say that war exists in China, 
common sense would. And I feel sure that any reasonable 
construction on the information in the Secretary's letter 
would say that the conflict in China is war. 

Suppose that war breaks out in another quarter of the 
globe, a declared war. Then, is the Neutrality Act to be 
invoked as to one set of belligerents and not as to another? 
Or, suppose that China or Japan should declare war now? 

FAVORITISM IS NOT NEUTRALITY 

Let your minds run back to the logic of President Wi1son 
in 1915 and 1916 as to changing policy in the middle of 
a war. Showing favors is not neutrality, and sooner or later 
discretionary application of the penalties of the Neutrality 
Act will involve us in trouble. 

It is well said that the purpose of the Neutrality Act is 
to keep this country out of war. That is correct. The 
Congress had that in mind when the act was passed and 
when it set forth the things to be done to avoid our getting 
into one of the conditions that leads to war. Did Congress 
overreach? Did it encroach on the powers of the President? 
The President signed the act. 

I pass over the question of whether the right to determine 
when the intent of Congress in one field extends to other 
fields. It may not. I pass over the question of whether 
Congress had its ·eyes shut when it passed the conference 
report on the bill or whether the President had his fingers 
crossed when he signed it. Both acted with the best of in
tentions. I waive argument on whether ignoring of the 
Neutrality Act avoids involving us in war today. It may do 
that. But I raise the simple, sober question: 

Can we ignore the law in one war and invoke it in an
other-and eventually stay out of war ourselves? 

I repeat what I said when I offered the resolution of 
Lnquiry: 

The Neutrality Act should be amended, repealed, or observed. 
It should not be ignored. • • • We should not drift into a 
position !rom which we can extricate ourselves only by war. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to lay the 

resolution on the table. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The report referred to is as follows: 
Mr. McREYNOLDS, from the Committee on Foreign Aft'airs, sub

mitted the following adverse report (to accompany H. Res. 364}: 
. The Committee on Foreign Aft'airs, to whom was referred the 
resolution (H. Res. 364} requesting certain information from the 
President of the United States, having considered the same, submtt 
the following report thereon, with the recommendation that it 
do not pass: 

The action of the committee is based upon the following letter 
to the chairman from the Secretary of State dated December 4, 
1937. The letter is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, December 4, 1937. 

The Honorable SAM D. McREYNOLDS, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

House of Representatives. 
MY DEAR MR. McREYNOLDS: The receipt is acknowledged of a 

letter of November 25 from Mr. I. R. Barnes, clerk of the Com
mittee on Foreign Aft'airs, asking that the Department furnish 
the Committee on Foreign Aft'airs a report, in duplicate, on House 
Resolution 364, "Requesting certain information from the President 
of the United States." 

Information which has been and is constantly made publicly 
available through the press and official statements affords the 
answers to most of the questions listed in H. Res. 364. However, 
for convenience of reference, there is offered comment in regard 
to the questions as follows: 

With regard to the first question, it is a matter of pubUc knowl
edge that Japanese armed forces are in control over certain areas 
of Chinese territory. In connection with this question, reference 
1s made to a statement issued on October 27, 1937, by the Japanese 
Foreign Office in which it is declared: "Japan never looks upon 
the Chinese people as an enemy nor does she harbor any terri
torial designs" (New York Times, October 28, 1937}. 

With regard to the second question, the armed forces of Japan 
have, as stated in reports appearing currently in the press, ad
vanced in north China as far west as the rail head at Paotow (in 
Su1yuan Province) and as far south as some 50 miles beyond 
Taiyuanfu in Shansi Province, as the northern tip of Honan 
Province and as the Yellow River in Shantung Province. In 
the Shanghai area, Japanese forces have advanced in the direction 
of Nanking and now occupy a line approximately 75 miles distant 
from Nanking. 

With regard to the third and fifth questions, there are enclosed 
(a} a statement issued by the Chinese Foreign Office on Novem
ber 20, 1937, in reference to the removal of the capital of China 
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from Nanking, and (b) a. statement issued by the Department of 
State on November 22, 1937. 

With regard to the fourth question, the Department of State 
and American diplomatic and consular omcers 1n China have 
from the beginning of the present conflict between China and 
Japan urged that AmericStn citizens in China, because of the 
dangers incident to continued residence there, withdraw, and the 
American Government has facilitated 1n every way possible an 
orderly and safe removal of American citizens from areas where 
there is special danger. Furthermore, the Department is not for 
the present issuing passports valid for travel to and in China. 
save in certain exceptional circumstances. 

With regard to the sixth question, there is enclosed a copy of 
the statement issued by the Department covering the exportation 
for the month of October 1937 of arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war from the United States to foreign countries, includ
ing China and Japan. These statements are issued monthly. 
While exporters of such arms and munitions are not required 
under existing law to inform the Department of State whether 
such sales are made on a cash or on a credit basis, it is the under
standing of the Department that the transactions involving ship
ments to China and to Japan are on a cash basis. 

With regard to the seventh question, neither the Chinese Gov
ernment nor the Japanese Government has declared war on the 
other. The President of the United States has not found "that 
there exists a state of war'' (see Publ!c Resolution No. 27, 75th 
Cong., approved May 1, 1937). 

With regard to the eighth question, the entering into force of 
the restrictive provisions of the Neutra.lity Act of May 1, 1937. 
is left to and is dependent upon decision of the President by a 
finding that "there exists a state of war." The policy of the 
Department of State in reference to this act is dependent upon 
that decision. The Department of State keeps constantly 1n mind 
the fact that the principal purpose of the act is to keep the 
United States out of war. 

With regard to the ninth question, the United States maintains 
no armed forces in the Japanese Empire. In China, there are 
armed forces of the United States at Peiping (527 U. S. Marines), 
at Tientsin (784 U. S. Army), and at Shanghai (2,701 U. S. 
Marines). The American Government maintains small detach
ments at Pelping and at Tientsin, a.nd other interested govern
ments maintain similar detachments, pursuant to the provisions 
of the so-called Boxer protocol of 1901 which was concluded be
tween China and the representatives of the interested govern
ments including the American Minister to China. These troops 
are m~tained for the general purpose of providing protection to 
American nationals (including the Embassy personnel) and, in 
case of emergency calling for evacuation making ava1lable an 
armed escort. At Shanghai, the Government of the United States 
(as well as various other governments) has since 1927 maintained 
in the International Settlement at that place a small detachment 
of armed forces for the purpose of assisting in protecting the 
large number of American citizens residing in that area from the 
dangers incident to serious disorders beyond the control of the 
local aumorr&tes. .EUSo, there are naval vessels of the United 
States in Chinese waters. These vessels form a part of the United 
States Asiatic Fleet based on Manila, and the distribution and 
movements of these vessels are under the control of the com
mander-in-chief of that fleet. Normally, except in times of 
trouble in which American lives and property are endangered, 
these vessels, with the exception of a few small gunboats on the 
Yangtze River and in south China waters, cruise between Chin~se 
ports and the Ph1lippine Islands. The authority for statiomng 
naval vessels of the United States in Chinese waters is found in 
the Sino-American Treaty of 1858 and in somewhat similar pro
visions of treaties between China and other foreign powers, Which 
provisions inure to the benefit of the United States through most
favored-nation treatment. American armed forces in China are 
there for the protection of American nationals, primarily against 
mobs or other uncontrolled elements. They have no mission of 
aggression. It has been the desire and the intention of the 
American Government to remove these forces when performance 
of their function of protection is no longer called for, and such 
remains its desire and expectation. During the current situation 
of emergency in China, these forces have rendered important serv
ice in protecting the lives of American nationals, together With 
and including our diplomatic and consular establishments, and 
1n making possible the maintenance of uninterrupted communi
cations with our nationals and our diplomatic and consular 
establishments in the areas involved. 

There are also enclosed for convenience of reference various pub
lic documents, as indicated below, which contain statements in 
regard to the · attitude and policy which the Government is 
following. 

Sincerely yours, 
CoRDELL HULL. 

Enclosures (in duplicate): 
1. Chinese Foreign Offi.ce statement, dated November 20, 1937. 
2. Department of State press statement, dated November 22, 1937. 
3. Department of State press statement, dated November 4.1937. 

4. Statement by Secretary of State, dated July 16, 1937. 
5. Department of State press statement, dated August 23, 1937. 
6. White House press statement, dated September 14, 1937. 
7. Address by Secretary of State, dated September 19, 1937. 
8. Address by Secretary of State, dated September 20, 1937. 
9. Address by Secretary of State, dated October 22, 1937. 

TEXT OF A STATElllENT ISSUED BY THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT ON NO
VEMBER 20, 1937, IN REGARD TO THE REMOVAL OF THE NATIONAL 
CAPrl'AL FROM: NANKING TO CHUNGKING 

The chain of events following the Lukouchiao incident on July 
7 and culminating in the seizure of Tientsin and Peiping has 
opened a new phase in Japan's program of continental conquest. 
Realizing that Japan's aggression knows no bound exept that of 
fot·ce, the Chinese Government has finally resolved to take up 
arms in self-defense. The Government's decision, it is most grati
fying to note, has received hearty endorsement and support of 
the whole nation, which has turned out like one man in the 
common struggle against invasion. Wherever the Japanese forces 
chose to make their attacks, they have invariably encountered 
stubborn resistance of Chinese defenders who would rather die 
than surrender an inch of territory. The instances of heroic 
sacrifices in different provinces are too numerous to be mentioned 
here. 

In the Shanghai-Woosung area, the Chinese held their enemy at 
bay for fully 3 months. Responding to the call of the Government, 
units of fighting forces from a.ll over the country rushed to the 
front and fought shoulder to shoulder against the common enemy. 
Despite the concerted attacks by the Japanese forces from land, 
air, and sea, the Chinese troops have maintained an excellent 
morale. Many of them trusting to nothing more than their blood 
and patriotism remained at their posts even after their defense 
works had been completely destroyed by Japanese bombardment. 
In the valor and loyalty of these omcers and men the indomitable 
spirit of the Chinese people finds its most eloquent expression. 
Upon the bodies of the heroic dead the foundation of a new and 
independent Chinese nation may be said to have been firmly laid. 

Of late, the Japanese forces have shown a disposition of ad
vancing further westward, evidently with the intention of co
ercing the Chinese Government into accepting the humiliating 
terms by directly threatening the safety of Nanking, capital of 
China. In this the Japanese calculations are greatly mistaken. 
For, in embarking upon the present course of action after all 
peaceful means had proved fruitless, China has fully made up her 
mind that her salvation lies in fighting the invaders even to the 
last man. Our submission to Japan is neither compatible with 
our national existence and honor nor with the maintenance of 
international justice and peace. "To be a. broken jade rather 
than a whole tile" is today the determination of every patriotic 
Chinese. 

In order to conform to the requirements of the present state 
of hostilities as well as to be in a more advantageous position to 
direct national affairs as a whole and put up prolonged resistance, 
the Government has this day been removed to Chungking. There 
can be no doubt that hereafter China's resistance will be on an 
even wider extent and of greater effectiveness than heretofore and 
with vast manpower and natural resources at her command and 
with full determination of her people to give up their lives for 
the country, Ehe is fully united against the Japanese invader. 

In her present struggle China has behind her fully sympathy of 
foreign nations and solid support of her people. There can be no 
question that she will ultimately attain the object of maintaining 
her national existence and independence. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
November 22, 1937. 

The Chinese Government having announced in a statement is
sued on November 20, 1937, the removal of the seat of the na
tional government as of that day to Chungking, in Szechuan 
Province, the American Ambassador at Nanking, together with 
certain members of his staff, will leave tomorrow for Hankow. 
where it is expected that the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
will be established. The Ambassador and the members of his 
staff accompanying him will proceed by the U.S. S. Luzon, which 
will also take on board all American citizens who wish to leave 
Nanking. It is understood that the heads of other foreign diplo
matic missions and members of their staffs will leave Nanking 
for Hankow at about the same time. 

The Embassy at Nanking will continue to function, and Secre
taries George Atcheson, Jr., and J. Hall Paxton and Clerk Emile P. 
Ga.ssie, Jr., are remaining at Nanking to carry on the work of the 
office, including the rendering of assistance, if needed, to Amer
ican citizens who do not wish to leave. The U. S. S. Panay iS 
remaining at Nanking. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
November 4, 1937. 

The table printed below indicates the number of export licenses 
for arms, ammunition. and implements . of war issued by the 
Secretary of State from Octo~er 1 to October 31, 1937. inclusive, 
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and the character of the arms, ammunition. and implements af 
war exported., their value, and the countries o1 dest1na.t1on: 

Country of destination 
Nmnber of Catego-

Jicenses ries Value 

Angola.. ________________ _ 

Argentina.. ___________________ _ 

Australia. ____________________ _ 

B ahamas __ ------------------

Barbados •• ----------------------

Belgium_------------------------

Bermuda __ ----------------------

Bolivia ___ -- ~-----------------~-~-

EraziL--------------------------- . . 
.. 

British Guiana.. _________________ ~ 

Britio;h Honduras:_ ______________ _ 

Burma.. ___ -----------------------

Canada-------------------------- -

Chile ___ -------------------------

Chin&..--------------------------

Colombia..-----------------------

Costa Rica._--------------------
Cuba ___________________________ _ 

Curacao_--------------------
Czechoslovakia_-----------------

Dominican Republic __________ _ 

Ecuador ___________________ :. __ _ 

Egypt----------------------

El Savador __ ----------------
Federated Malay States ________ _ 

FiJL------------------------

issued 

(1) $3,000.00 
(2) 25.00 

2 v 
t------1 

6 ill (1) 527, 000. ()() 
IV (1) U6. 88 

(2) 22.65 
v (I) 6, 500. 00 

(2) 2, I45. ()() 
(3) 10, 500. 00 

(1) 1, 333. 00 
(4) 52. 22 

15 I 

IV (1) 80.00 
(2) 6. 00 v (2) 7, 500. ()() 

1-----1 

IV (2) 30.00 
1-----1 

7 I (1) 26. ()() 
(4) 9.00 

IV (I) 227. 38 
(2) 261.00 

7 I u~ 
IV (1)_ 
v (3) 

v (2) 

35.00 
58.00 
I4. 88 

38,060.00 

1,500. 00 

6 I (4) 120.00 
IV (2) 31.00 
v . (2) . 1, ()()()_ 00 
VII (2) 938. 60 

1-----1 
17 I (1) 1, 336.00 

(4) 2, 080. oo. 
IV (1) 38, Olli. 90 

(2) 10, 201. 00 v (2) 14, 239. 06 -
(3) 11, 400. 00 

$3,025.00 

M6,284.53 

8, 971.22 

30.00 

523.38 

38, I67.88 

1, 500.00 

2,089. 60 

------ Tl, 271. 96 
2 IV (1) 144. 75 

1-----1 

(4) 9.00 
(1) 71.00 

1-----1 
I89 (1) 3, 757. 87 

(4) 2, 795.36 
IV (1) 394. 44 

(2) 1, 211. n 
v (1) 52, 187. 15 

(2) 32, 843. 80 
(3) 3, 873. 50 

VI1 (1) 1, 470. 00 
{2) 13, 294. 85 

I (4) 37. 00 
IV (2) 381.00 

1-----1 
I 6 I (2) 2, 100. 00 

III (1) 127,000.00 
v (1) 120, 000. 00 

(2) 1, 400. 00 
(3) 4, 000. 00 

VII (2) 435, !WJ. 00 

6 IV (1) 941. 68 
v (1) 43, 000. 00 

(2) 1, 800. 00 
(3) 22, 000. 00 

VII (1) 44. 25 
1-----1 

7 VII (2) 698. 50 
1-----1 

5 IV (1) 36. 00 
(2) 195.00 

1-----1 

v (1) 160, 000. 00 
v (1) 225, 000. 00 

2 I (3) 15, 000. 00 
IV (I) 1, 275. 00 

· 144. 75 
9. 00 

71.00 

111,888.70 

418.00 

600,340.00 

67,785. 93 
698.50 

231.00 
160,000.00 
225,000.00 

---- 16,275.00 
2 IV (1) 28. 05 

(2) 26.00 
1-----1 

2 IV (1) 12. 75 
v (3) 900.00 

1-----1 

2 IV {I) 4. 007. 00 
1-----1 

3 I (4) 3.00 
IV (I) 73.95 

{2) 14.00 
1-----1 

I (4) 68.00 
IV (2) 6.00 

54.05 

912.75 

4.037.00 

90.95 

u.oo 
1 In addition 1 license was issned in October 1\Uthorizing the export to China of a 

shipment of articles falling under Category V (1) valued at $906,300. This license re
placed a license issued in August 1937, which authorized the exportation of this shipment. 

~--~-------
French Indochfna_ _____ _ 

Germany---------------------

Great Britain and Northern Ir&-
land.-----------------------

Guatemala ____________________ _ 

Haiti.-------------------------
Honduras ______________________ _ 

Hong Konr---------------------

India.- --------------------------

~q-- ---------------------------

Irish Free State ____ ::_: ______ ~·- :_ 

Italy-----------------------------
Jamaica ______ ---------------- ___ _ 

Japan----------------------------1 , 

Latvia________ ___________________ • 
Leeward Islands ________________ _ 
Macao ________ _ ----____________ --

Mauritius._---------------------

Mexico_----------------------- __ 

Mozambique_-------------------

Netherlands _______ : _______ _:_-__ ~ 

. . 
Netherlands Indies _____________ _ 

New Caledonia ______ ;_:, ____ ; ___ _ 

Newfoundland ________________ _ 

New Guinea, Territory or.. _____ _ 

New Hebrides ____________ _ 
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Value 

I (4) $99.00 
IV (2) 9.00 

1-----1 
2 I (4) 65.40 

1-----1 
I (4) 1.37 
IV (I) 29.50 

(2) 2. 59 
1-----1 

10 I (4) 70.00 
IV (I) 202. 45 

(2) 73.00 
v {2) I4, 800.00 

(3) 56, 700. 00 

8 I (4) 57.00 
IV (I) 14.88 

(2) 21.00 
v (1) 1, 500. 00 

(2) 1, 062. 00 
1-----1 

2 I (4) 4. 00 
VII (2) 705. 00 

1-----1 
(4) 6, £00.00 

1-----1 
10 (2) 12. 350. 00 

(4) 39,500.00 
ill (2) 1, 000. 00 
v (1) 19, 500. 00 

(2) 811). 00 
(3) 8; soo. ·oo 

1-----1 
1 IV (1) J; 345.00 

1-----1 
13 I . (I) 453.65 

(4) I, 471.75 
IV (2) 79.00 
v ( 1) 50, 000. 00 

(21 250. 00 
(3) 5, 273. 90 

1-----1 
IV (1} 128. 78 

(2) 20. 50. 
1-----1 

I (4) 10.00 
v (3) 114, 165. 00. 

5 I (1) I08. 46 
IV (1) 164. 00 

1-----1 
10 III (I) 49, IOO. 00 

IV (1) 31,728.39 
(2) 732.00 

v (2) 3,8I7. 70 

v 
VII 
I 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(4) 
(5) 

IV (1) 
(2) 

1, 075.00 
55.00 

3, I65. 00 
3, 449.00 
1, 500.00 
2, 320.60 

959.00 

1 I (1) 92.40 
1-----1 

44 (1) 1, 409. 10 
(2) 73, 750. 00 
(3) 55, 668. 00 
(4) 31,969.00 

IV (1) 10,709.65 
(2) 8, 528. 00 

v (I) 214, 250. 00 
(2) 300.00 

VII (I) 1, 034.00 
(2) 8, 997. 00 

1-----1 
2 I (1) 210. 00 

(4) 60.00 
V (I) 1, 500.00 

(2) 25. ()() 
1-----1 

6 v (I) 524,800. 00 
(2) 10, 060. 00 
(3) 5, 526. 00 
1~----1 

4 IV (1) 10, 277. 00 
v - -(1) 240, 000. 00 

(2) 1, 900. 00 
1-----1 

2 (1) 71.55 
{4) 447.00 

1-----1 
1 I (1) - 146.00 

l-----1 
(I) 27.00 

v 
(4) 4.00 
(1) I6, 500. 00 
(2) 4, 362. 88 
(3) 5, 500. 00 

1-----1 
1 (4) 243.00 

Total 

$108.00 

65.40 

33.48 

71,845.45 

2, 654.88 

709.00 
6, 500.00 

81.960.00 

1,345. 00 

57, 523. 3ll 

141l. 28 
IO.OO 

114, I65. 00 

272.46 

85,378.09 
I, 075.00 

55.00 

11,393.60 
92. 40 

406,614. 7& 

1, 795. 00 

M0,386.00 

252.177.00 

518.55 
146.00 

26,393.88 
243.00 
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Number of Catego-Country of destination licenses ries Value Total 
issued 

New Zealand_ _________________ 
13 I (1) $451.19 

(4) 225.30 
IV (2) 60.50 
v (1) 7,000. 00 

(2) 50.00 
$7,786.99 

Nicaragua ___ ------------------- 2 I (2) 1, 600.00 
v (1) 1,500. 00 

3,100.00 
Norway-------------------------- 3 IV (2) 10.92 

v (1) 1,500.00 
(2) 400.00 

1, 910.92 Panama _______________________ 3 IV (2) 111.00 
VII (2) 1,596.00 

1, 707.00 
Paraguay---------------------- 2 I (4) 102.00 

IV (2) 858.00 
960.00 

Peru------------------------- 6 I (3) 1, 700.00 
(4) 1, 200.00 

IV (1~ 8.00 
v (2 5,357. 00 

8,265.00 Poland___ _____________________ 
2 I (1) 76.00 

v (2) 1,395. 70 
1,47L 70 Portugal_ __________________ 

2 v. (1) 1, 500.00 
(2) 25.00 

1.525.00 Rumania __________________ 
2 I (5) 200.00 

v (1) 10,500. ()() 
10, roa.oo 

Siam__--------------------- 18 IV (1) 2,879. 43 
2,879.43 

Southern Rhodesia--------------- 2 I (4) 71.86 
IV (2) 19.00 

90.86 
Straits Settlements _____________ 3 IV ~1) 917.15 

2) 9.00 
926.15 

Sweden------------------- 8 I (1) 33.75 
III (1~ 15,000.00 
v (1 3,000.00 

(2) 417.~ 
18,450.95 

Switzerland.___. _____________ 2 IV (1) 25.50 
v (1) 4, 577.00 

4,602.50 Trinidad_ __________________ 
10 IV (1) 443.98 

(2) 45.00 
v (1) 1,500.00 

1, 988.98 

Turkey---------------- 2 III (1) 2, 670,000.00 2, 670, 000. 00 

Union of South Africa _________ 23 I (1) 135.00 
(4) 169.92 

IV (1) 788.90 
(2) 42.00 

v (1) 1, 500.00 
(2) 14,460. 00 
(3) 53,500.00 

70,595.82 
Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-

5 v (1) 855,000.00 lies _________________________ 
(2) 4, 974.80 

859,974.80 
Uruguay-------------------- 6 I (1) 22.00 

(2) 7, 680.00 
(4) 598.00 

III (1) 109,920.00 
IV ~1) 663.00 

654.00 
v (~~ 1,500. 00 

121.037.00 
Venezuela-. --- 14 IV (1) 3,37L98 

(2) 140.82 
v (1~ 18,000. ()() 

(2 245.00 
(3) 8,000.00 

VII ~1) 84.00 
2) 352.00 

30,193.80 
Windward Islands _____________ 1 I (4) 10.00 

IV (2) 7.00 
17.00 

Total ________________ 
565 ------- ----- 7,437,692.60 

The following table indicates the number of tmport l1censes 
o! arms, ammunition. and implements of . war issued by the Secre
tary of State from October 1 to 31, 1937, inclusive, and. the char
acter of the arms, ammunition. and implements of war Imported. 
their value. and the countries of origin: 

Country of origin 

Belgium·-------------------------------
Canada ________________________________ _ 

Egypt __ ---- .• ·------------------------
Germany __ ------------------------------
Great Britain and Northern Ireland ____ _ 

Mexico ___ -------------------------------

Nether lands __ ---------------------------
Peru---------------------------------PortugaL _______________________________ _ 

TotaL---------------------------

Number 
of li-

oonses 
issued 

2 

2 

1 
2 

3 

2 

15 

Cate-
gories 

I (4) 

I (4) 
IV (2) 
v (2) 

v (3) 
I (4) 

I (4) 
v (2) 

I (2) 
(4) 

v (1) 

v (2) 
v (3) 
v (3) 

---------

Value Total 

$3,234.60 $3,234.60 

5. ()() 
5.00 

450.00 
460.00 

400.00 400.00 
4,548.83 4,548.83 

4,245.00 
1, 500.00 

5, i45. 00 
550.00 
120.00 

35,000.00 
35,670.00 

3, 500.00 3, 500.00 
14, 610.00 14,610.00 
14,000.00 14,000.00 

-----·------ 82, 168.43 

The categories of arms, ammunition, and implements of war 
in the third column of the above tables are the categories into 
which those articles were divided in the President's proclamation 
of May 1, 1937, enumerating the articles which would be con
sidered as arms, ammunition, and implements of war for the pur
poses of section 5 o! the joint resolution of May 1, 1937, as 
follows: 

CATEGORY I 

(1) Rifies and carbines using ammunition in excess of caliber 
.22, and barrels for those weapons; 
. (2) Machine guns, automatic or autoloading ri.fles, and machine 
pistols using ammunition in excess of caliber .22, and barrels for 
those weapons; 

(3) Guns, howitzers, and mortars of all calibers, their mount
ings and barrels; · 

(4) Ammunition in excess of caliber .22 for the arms enumer
ated under (1) and. (2) above, and cartridge cases or bullets for 
such ammunition; filled. and unfilled projectiles for the arms 
enumerated under (S) above; 

( 5) Grenades, bombs, topedoes, mines, and depth charges, 
filled or unfilled, and apparatus for their use or discharge; 

(6) Tanks, mllitary armored vehicles, and armored trains. 
CATEGORY II 

Vessels of war of all kinds including aircraft carriers and sub
marines, and armor plate for such vessels. 

CATEGORY m 
( 1) Aircraft, unassembled, assembled, or dismantled, both 

heavier and lighter than air, which are designed, adapted, and 
intended for aerial combat by the use of machine guns or of 
artillery or for the carrying and dropping o! bombs, or which are 
equipped with, or which by .reason of design or construction are 
prepared for, any o! the appliances referred to in paragraph (2) 
below; 

(2) Aeria.l gun mounts and frames, bomb racks, torpedo car
riers, and bomb or torpedo-release mechanisms. 

CATEGORY IV 

(1) Revolvers and automatic pistols using ammunition in ex
cess o! caliber .22; 

(2) Ammunition in excess of caliber .22 for the arms enumer
ated under (1) above, and cartridge cases or bullets for such 
ammunition. 

CATEGORY V 

(1) Aircraft, unassembled, assembled, or dismantled, both heav
ier and lighter than air, other than those included in category m; 

(2) Propellers or air screws, fuselages, hulls, wings, tail units, 
and under-carriage units; 

(3) Aircraft engines, unassembled, assembled, or dismantled. 

CATEGORY VI 

(1) Livens projectors and flame throwers; 
(2) a. Mustard gas (dichlorethyl sulphide); 
b. Lewisite (chlorvinyldichlorarsine and dichlordlvinylchlorar-

sine); 
c. Methyldlchlorarsine; 
d. Diphenylchlorarsine; 
e. Dlphenylcyanarsine; 
f. Diphenylaminechlorarsine; 
g. Phenyldichlora.rsine; 
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h. Ethyldichlorarsine; 
1. Phenyldibromarsine; 
j. Ethyldibromarsine; 
k. Phosgene; 
1. Monochlormethylchlorfonnate; 
m. Trichlormethylchlorfonnate (diphosgene): 
n. Dlchlordim.ethyl ether; · 
o. Dibromdimethyl ether; 
p. Cyanogen chloride; 
q. Ethylbromacetate; 
r. Etbyliodoacetate. 
s. Brombenzylcyanide; 
t. Bromacetone; 
u. Brommethylethyl ketone. 

CATEGORY vn 
(1) Propellant powders; 
(2) High explosives as follows: 
a. Nitrocellulose having a nitrogen content of more than 12 

percent; 
b. Trinitrotoluene; 
c. Trinitroxylene; 
d. Tetryl (trinitrophenol methyl nitramine or tetranltro methyl-

aniline); 
e. Picric acid; 
f. Ammonium picrate; 
g. Trinitroanisol; 
h. Trinitronaphthalene; 
1. Tetranitronaphthalene; 
J. Hexanitrodiphenylamine; 
k. Pentaerythritetetranitrate (penthrite or pentrtte); 
1. Trimethylenetrinitramine (hexogen or T4); 
m. Potassium nitrate powders (black saltpeter powder); 
n. Sodium nitrate powders (black soda powder); 
o. Amato! (mixture of ammonium nitrate and trinitrotoluene); 
p. Ammonal (mixture of ammonium nitrate, trinitrotoluene, and 

powdered aluminum, with or without other ingredients); 
q. Schneiderite (mixture of ammonium nitrate and dinitco

naphthalene, with or without other ingredients). 
In compliance with article II of the convention between the 

United States and Cuba to suppress smuggling, signed at Habana 
March 11, 1926, which reads in part as follows: 

"The high contracting parties agree that clearance of shipments 
of merchandise by water, air, or land from any of the ports of either 
country to a port of entry of the other country shall be denied when 
such shipment comprises articles the importation of which is pro
hibited or restricted in the country to which such shipment is des
tined, unless in this last case there has been a compliance with the 
requisites demanded by the laws of both countries." 
and in compliance with the laws of Cuba which restrict the im
portation of arms, ammunition, and implements of war of all kinds 
by requiring an import permit for each sbipment, export licenses 
for sbipments of arms, ammunition, and implements of war to 
Cuba are required for the articles enumerated below in addition to 
the articles enumerated in the President's proclamation of May 1. 
1937. 

(1) Arms and small arms using ammunition of caliber .22 or less, 
other than those classed as toys. 

(2) Spare parts of arms and small ~rms of all kinds and calibers. 
other than those classed as toys, and of guns and machine guns. 

(3) Ammunition for the arms and small arms under (1) above. 
(4) Sabers, swords, and -military machetes with cross-guard hilts. 
(5) Explosives as follows: Explosive powders of all kinds for all 

purposes; nitrocellulose having a nitrogen content of 12 percent or 
less; diphenylamine; dynamite of all kinds; nitroglycerine; alkaline 
nitrates (ammonium, potassium, and sodium nitrate); nitric acid, 
nitrobenzene (essence or oil of mirbane) ; sulphur; sulphuric acid; 
chlorate of potash and acetones. 

(6) Tear gas (C~COCH2Cl) and other similar nontoxic gases and 
apparatus designed for the storage or the projection of such gases. 

The table printed below indicates the number of licenses issued 
between October 1 and October 31, 1937, inclusive, for exportation 
to Cuba of the articles and commodities listed in the preceding 
paragraph: 

Ntlii'lber of licenses 

38-------------------------------------------------l 

Sections 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(5) 

Total value 

$1.447.60 
72.60 

13,287.00 
14,425.03 

29,232.23 

The table printed below indicates the number of licenses Issued 
between October 1 and October 31, 1937, inclusive, for the exporta
tion of tin-plate scrap under the provisions of the act approved 
February 15, 1936, and the regulations issued pursuant thereto: 

Number of Quantity 
Country of destination licenses in long Total value 

issued tons 

Japan_ ____ -------- 1 30 $500 

The table printed below gives the essential information in regard 
to the licenses issued during the period October 1 to October 31, 
1937, inclusive, authorizing the exportation of helium gas under the 
provisions of the act approved on September 1, 1937, and the 
regulations issued pursuant thereto: 

Applicant for license 

The Ohio Chemical & 
Manufacturing Co. 

American Zeppelin 
Transport, Inc. 

The Girdler Corporation_ 

Total -------------

Purchaser in foreign Country Quantity Total 
country of destina- in cubic value tion feet 

---
Oxygen Co. of Can- Canada ___ 62 $6 

ada, Ltd. 
Deutsche Zeppelin 

Reederei (G. M. B. 
Germany_ 1,500 200 

H.) 
Griesogen Gries- ___ do ______ 3,000 375 

heimer .Autogen Ver-
kaufs (G. M. B. H.). 

------
------------------------ ------------ ------ 581 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
July 16, 1937. 

STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

I have been receiving from many sources inquiries and sugges
tions arising out of disturbed situations in various parts of the 
world. 

Unquestionably there are in a. number of regions tensions and 
strains which on their face involve only countries that are near 
neighbors but which in ultimate analysis are of inevitable concern 
to tbe whole world. Any situation in which armed hostilities are 
in progress or are threate_ned is a situation wherein rights and in
terests of all nations either are or may be seriously affected. There 
can be no serious hostilities anywhere in the world which will not 
one way or another affect interests or rights or obligations of this 
country. I, therefore, feel warranted in making-in fact, I feel it a. 
duty to make--a statement of this Government's position in re
gard to international problems and situations with respect to which 
this country feels deep concern. 

This country constantly and consistently advocates maintenance 
of peace. We advocate national and international self-restraint. 
We advocate abstinence by all nations from use of force in pursuit 
of policy and from interference in the internal affairs of other 
nations. We advocate adjustment of problems in international 
relations by processes of peaceful negotiation and agreement. we 
advocate faithful observance of international agreements. Up
holding the principle of the sanctity of treaties, we believe in modi
fication of provisions of treaties, when need therefor arises, by 
orderly processes carried out in a. spirit of mutual helpfulness and 
accommodation. We believe in respect by all nations for the rights 
of others and performance by all nations of established obligations. 
We stand for revitalizing and strengthening of international law. 
We advocate steps toward promotion of economic security and 
stability the world over. We advocate lowering or removing of 
excessive barriers in international trade. We seek effective equality 
of commercial opportunity and we urge upon all nations applica
tion of the principle of equality of treatment. We believe in limita
tion and reduction of armament. Realizing the necessity for main
taining armed forces adequate for national security, we are prepared 
to reduce or to increase our own armed forces in proportion to 
reductions or increases made by other countries. We avoid enter
ing into alliances or entangling commitments, but we believe in 
cooperative effort by peaceful and practicable means in support of 
the principles hereinbefore stated. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
August 23, 1937. 

CONFIDENTIAL RELEASE FOR PUBLICATION AT 8 P. M. EASTERN STANDARD 
TIME--NOT TO BE PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED, QUOTED FROM, OR USED IN 
ANY WAY 

At his press conference on August 17 the Secretary of State an
nounced that (1) legislative action to make available funds for 
purposes of emergency relief necessitated by the situation in the 
Far East had been asked and that (2) this Government had given 
orders for a regiment of marines to prepare to proceed to Shanghai. 
The Secretary then discussed at some length the principles of 
policy on which this Government was proceeding. 

The situation at Shanghai is in many respects unique. Shang
hai is a great cosmopolitan center, with- a population of over 
3,000,000, a port _ which has been developed by the nationals of 
many countries, at which there have prevailed mutually advan
tageous contacts of all types and varieties between and among the 
Chinese and people of almost all other countries of the world. 
At Shanghai there exists a multiplicity of rights and interests 
which are of inevitable concern to many countries, inclucling the 
United States. 

In the present situation the American Government ls engaged 
in facilitating in every way possible an orderly and safe removal of 
American citizens from areas where there is special danger. Fur
ther, it is the policy of the American Government to afford its 
nationals appropriate protection, primarily against mobs or other 
uncontrolled elements. For that purpose it has for many years 
maintained small detachments of armed forces in China, and for 
that purpose it is sending the present small reenforcement. These 
armed forces there have no mission of aggression. It 1s their 
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function to be of ass1stanee toward maintenance of order and 
security. It has been the desire and the intention of the Ameri
can Government to remove these forces when performance of their 
function of protection is no longer called for, and such remains its 
desire and expectation. 

The issues and problems which are of concern to this Govern
ment in the present situation in the Pacific area go far beyond 
merely the immediate question of protection of the nationals and 
interests of the United States. The conditions which prevail in 
that area are intimately connected with and have a direct and 
fundamental relationship to the general principles of policy to 
which attention was called 1n the statement of July 16, which 
statement has evoked expressions of approval from more than 50 
governments. This Government 1s firmly of the opinion that the 
principles summarized in that statement should e1fectlvely govern 
international relationships. 

When there unfortuna-tely arises in any part of the world the 
threat or the existence of serious hostlllties, the matter is of con
cern to all nations. Without attempting to pass judgment regard
Ing the merits of the controversy, we appeal to the parties to 
refrain from resort to war. We urge that they settle their d.1.1Ier
ences in accordance with principles which, in the opinion not 
alone of our people but of most peoples of the world, should 
govern in international relationships. We consider applicable 
throughout the world, in the Pacific area as elsewhere, the prin
ciples set forth 1n the statement of July 16. That statement of 
principles is comprehensive and basic. It embraces the principles 
embodied in many treaties, including the Washington conference 
treaties and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of Paris. 

From the beginning of the present controversy 1n the Far East 
we have been urging upon both the Chinese and the Japanese 
Governments the importance of refraining from hostilities and of 
maintaining peace. We have been participating constantly in con
sultation with interested governments directed toward peaceful 
adjustment. This Government does not believe in political alli
ances or entanglements, nor does it believe in extreme isolation. 
It does believe in international cooperation for the purpose of 
seeking through pacific methods the achievement of those objec
tives set forth in the statement of July 16. In the light of our 
well-defined attitude and policies, and within the range thereof, 
this Government is giving most solicitous attention to every phase 
of the Far Eastern situation, toward safeguarding the lives and 
welfare of our people and making e1fective the policies-especially 
the policy of peace-in which this country believes, and to which 
it is committed. 

This Government is endeavoring to see kept alive, strengthened, 
and revitalized, in reference to the Pacific area and to all the 
world, these fundamental principles. 

6EPTEMBER 14, 1937. 
The President today, following a. conference with the Secretary 

of State and the Chairman of the United States Maritime Com
mission, issued the following statement: 

"Merchant vessels owned by the Government of the United 
States will not hereafter, until further notice, be permitted to 
transport to China or Japan any of the arms, ammunition, or 
implements of war which were listed in the President's proclama
tion of May 1, 1937. 

"Any other merchant vessels flying the American flag which 
attempt to transport any of the listed articles to China or Japan 
will, until further notice, do so at their own risk. 

"The question of applying the Neutrality Act remains in status 
quo, the Government policy remaining on a 24-hour basis." 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
September 15, 1937. 

Address of the Honorable Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, at a 
meeting held under the auspices of the National Peace Confer
ence, at the West Forty-fifth Street Theater, New York City, on 
Sunday, September 19, at 4 p. m., D. S. T. 

WORLD PEACE AND ECONOMIC COOPERATION 

I am glad to have an opportunity to express my keen interest in 
this campaign in behalf of peace through economic cooperation. 

When bombs are exploding and desperate armies are marching, 
1t 1s difficult to talk of peace and of the conditions upon which 
peace must rest. The rules and attitudes by which peace may be 
kept may seem buried in the ground, ignored, or destroyed by 
those who recognize or fear no other rule but force. In country 
after country life seems to have no organized end except that of 
war preparation, and nations rear their children and spend their 
toll for the greater upbuilding of those armaments which may 
prove to be the great destroying idol. 

It 1s this situation and this outlook that all who are desirous 
of peace must reckon with and must overcome by all the strength 
of their spirit and influence. On this our faith must rest-that 
most people everywhere, in every nation, do not want war. War 
comes as the great failure of man, out of fear, lust for power, in
justice or misery left unrectifted. The forces demanding peace, 
willing to accept the principles and policies which make it pos
sible, have grown steadily and tremendously during recent dec
ades. This is one of the testing periods for those forces. Now 
must every government, school, church, and family, in every coun
try at peace, join in support of the determination to promote and 
to remain at peace, and above all else to make this d.etermtnat1on 

effective by applying the principles of conduct by which peace 
may be maintained. 

The principles and methods essential for peace are simple. They 
are not those of extreme isolation on the one hand or aggression 
by force on the other. It 1s a great temptation in some countries, 
such as our own, to believe that peace may be had merely by 
maintaining such isolation apart from the rest of the world both 
in time of peace and in time of war. We are determined neither 
to thrust ourselves into or be drawn into armed confticts between 
other nations. This is a basic and sound determination. It should 
not be relaxed. But this policy must be supplemented. We must 
make our contribution toward the realization of the conditions 
upon which peace everywhere can be maintained, or ultimately we 
shall have to sustain and protect ourselves a.midst an outside 
world ridden by war and force. In such a world would we always 
be assured of our own security? Is it not evident that 1f the rule 
of law gives way to international anarchy, the security of this 
country would become seriously jeopardized? 

A policy of complete isolation from the outside world would, 
tn its ultimate effects, be as ine1fecttve as the opposite extreme 
of ill-advised and unnecessary intervention in the a.tfairs of the 
outside world would be unwise. The world 1s small. Each and 
every country is stirred by the emotions and thoughts of others. 
Each can now be threatened by the fighting weapons of others. 
Each Will naturally claim · and contend for reasonable rights and 
advantages throughout the whole world and not merely in some 
small section of it. For any nation which shows no concern for 
the safety or activities of its nationals abroad would soon expose 
Itself to the flouting of even elementary rights. 

Still more vital, any nation which completely falls to show 
interest in and to give support for the ex:tstence of international 
order would lose its Influence for peace and thus neglect its part 
1n sustaining any civillred basis of relationship between nations. 
Moreover, complete isolation, even were it practicable, would mean 
the withdrawal of the resources, economic, cultural, educational, 
and moral, of each country from the others, thus making it harder 
for all to improve their situations, and consequently contributing 
to the dissatisfactions which foster war. 

Another notion of peace--a false notion, deceptive and harsh
that men sometimes attempt to justify is that of peace through 
aggression and conquest; the imposed and temporary peace that 
might be enjoyed by those who for a time may have the mightier 
force to impose their will and ambitions upon others, and for 
the others the tragic fate of repression or destruction. In a. few 
exceptional instances in the past there have been, perhaps, periods 
of peace of this character for the survivors. But in the con
temporary world, which cannot be conquered by any one nation or 
small group of nations, It is an illusory idea-a conception which 
leads not to peace but to unending battle. For acts of conquest 
leave behind ruined, hostile, and bitter peoples. They create fear 
everywhere, and this fear prevents friendship and stimulates the 
rival war preparations that make for future con1llct. A country 
which embarks upon war with the thought that lasting peace 
lies in the complete overcoming of its enemies will find that the 
future still holds enemies. 

The great task is for peoples and governments to grasp clearly 
and follow steadfastly the principles which are essential to peace. 
Never has the need for keeping them alive in fullest vigor been 
greater. Never has there been more needed the reassurance that 
would come from proof that governments are ready to pursue them 
in the actual conduct of their affairs. I have tried on various 
occasions to summarize them to the best of my understanding: 
National and international patience and self-restraint; avoid
ance of force in the pursuit of policy; noninterference in the 
internal affairs of other nations; the use of peaceful methods to 
adjust differences; the faithful observance of agreements; the 
modification of such agreements, when essential, by mutual under
standing and orderly process; the reduction and limitation of 
overburdening military armaments; and cooperation and inter
change in the economic field. 

These are the real terms of peace. They emerge from the record 
of history, that chronicle of long struggle between war and peace. 
They cannot be effaced from the mind of those whose aim is peace. 
Neither clever diplomacy nor immense armies can be an adequate 
substitute. They are the chief matnstay of peace, order, progress, 
and ctvll1zation. 

Th1s Government is pledged to them. Within the last few weeks 
more than 50 other governments have placed themselves on record 
in their support. By their test the utterances and actions ot 
statesmen can be measured. Each country must apply them in 
its own actions, scrutinize, and judge itself. This, alas, is so much 
more difiicult than to find the cause of all difiiculty and evil in 
others and to rally national unity upon simple fear or hatred of 
someone else. 

Through economic interchange and cooperation the opportunity 
1s presented for all nations to live a satisfactory and improving 
type of life. Today the growing economic prodUct! veness of the 
world is being absorbed 1n large part to make armaments; is being 
used to prepare ruin. Turn these resources and energies in to the 
things that go into peaceful living, and all countries will find 
that the conditions of life can be and will be vastly improved. 
Economic betterment brings hope and extended opportunity to 
our individual lives, and so fosters the wish for peace. Peoples 
that are employed and prosperous are not easily incited to either 
internal or international strife. But peoples liVing in want and 
misery come to hold life cheaply and. stand ready to gamble upon 
tbe use of force. 
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In recognition of this fundamental relationship between peace 

and the economic well-being of the citizen, our Government 3 
years ago entered upon its policy of rebuilding our own foreign 
commerce and international trade generally through the medium 
of trade agreements. We have made headway in that program 
despite difilcult economic conditions at home and disturbed po
litical and economic conditions elsewhere. We shall go on with 
it. The benefits of trade need no armies. They injure none. On 
the contrary, they are calculated to bind together the people of 
different countries by a mutual interest that calls for peace. 
They can greatly lessen the effect of the inequa.lities and limita
tions of territories and resources as between different countries
and war can never do that except to the uncertain advantage of 
a very few countries at the expense of others. Through enlarged 
trade there can come an equilibrium of peaceful interest more 
stable than the equilibrium of matched cannon and airplanes. 
And so I express the earnest hope that this campaign by the 
National Peace Conference for world economic cooperation will go 
forward with accelerated vigor and success here and elsewhere. 

The United States stands somewhat apart from the deep fears 
and hostilities that are found in the world. That gives us our 
great opportunity to be a leader in the effort to make effective 
the conditions of peace and sanity. I am sure no other ideal 1s 
closer to the emotions and dreams of the American people. We 
must give to these purposes all the effect they may have as a 
policy of a great, unified, and thriving country. Each individual 
American citizen can do something toward making them great 
and effective. For as each individual makes an unselfish contribu
tion toward proving the belief of our founders that our free and 
liberal democracy is the best form of government in the world, 
he will be endowing them with life and intluence. And, further, 
as a united nation we must keep ourselves strong, fearless in 
spirit, and wholly adequate in the matter of self-defense, so that 
all may know that these principles represent the wish for peace 
of a country unafraid but devoted ta peace. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
September 18, 1937. 

Address of the Honorable Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, at the 
National Commander's Dinner of the American Legion, in the 
Hotel Pennsylvania, in New York City, on Monday, September 
20, at 8:30 p. m., D. s. T. 
It is my privilege tonight to bring to you of the American Legion 

personal greetings from the Chief Executive of our Nation. The 
President regrets his inability to be with you in person, to 
reminisce with you over the events of 20 years ago and to discuss 
the pressing problems of the present day. He has asked me, how
ever, to tell you that he is following your convention with keen 
interest . . He is ready, as always, to give serious thought and care
ful consideration to your suggestions and resolutions. 

You represent a great cross section of American life. You em
brace all races, creeds, and colors. Joined by the bond of common 
service during the World War, you have associated yourselves in a 
patriotic organization that transcends partisanship, and has only 
the well-being of our great Nation in view. 

If I talk to you for a few brief minutes tonight about the inter
national situation, it is not primarily to tell you what we have 
done these past 4 or 5 years, but to sketch for you the world situa
tion as I see it, and to outline some of the problems that con
front us. 

You can all remember the hope that was in our hearts when the 
armistice was declared. We believed that we were on the threshold 
of a new world, and that the old discords, greeds, and bigotries had 
once and for all been destroyed. We pictured the commencement 
of an era, with the passions of the war gradually subsiding, and 
with a growing realization that each nation stood to gain by the 
prosperity of other countries. We envisaged a rising standard of 
living, a liberalization of legislation, an increasing flow of trade, 
a growth in mutual confidence, and an abiding respect for the 
pledged word. And now, less than 20 years later, these hopes have 
almost turned to ashes. We see that in all too many sections of 
the world the standard of living is being lowered, democracy is 
being supplanted by other types of government, trade is being 
stifled, fears and suspicions are rampart, and even treaties-the 
most solemn interchanges of nations' promises--are being tom to 
shreds. The ·world as we see it today bears scant resemblance to 
the world we all longed for-to the world which you members 
of the Legion felt you fought for. 

But it would be doing an ill service merely to point out symptom 
after symptom of international deterioration. It is only of use if 
we can draw from it certain lessons which will help us to avoid a 
new catastrophe, one which might well engulf the civilization we 
have built up through centuries of patient effort. We must look 
at it not from the point of view of despair but as a challenge to 
constructive statesmanship. 

Peace must always be our goal; not peace for ourselves alone, but 
peace throughout the world, for nations today are so interde
pendent that the repercussions of war affect neutrals only a few 
degrees less than they affect belligerents. The dislocation of the 
whole economic structure, the artificial expansion in war indus
tries, the abnormal prices paid for key products, the strain on 
currencies, the destruction of capital, all these affect nations thou
sands of miles from the scene of actual conflicts. Peace is not only 
the goal of the idealist; it is at the same time the cornerstone of 
international self-preservation. 

What can we do to help? I believe that we can do more than in 
any other way by avoiding the two extremes of policy. One ex
treme would be utter isolation, which would mean closing our eyes 
to the realities of the world today and assuming, like the courtiers 
o! King Canute, that the rising tide of international anarchy can 
be stopped before it reaches us; the other extreme would be a kind 
of internationalism, which would mean abdicating our independ
ence of judgment, abandoning our traditional policy of nonen
tanglement, and being drawn into the rivalries and disputes of 
other nations. No; neither of these extremes offers us a solution. 
We must draw the best from each and follow a middle course. This 
I have termed enlightened nationalism. 

Let us review our role for a moment and see if we have in fact 
been taking this course and at the same time doing our full part 
in lightening the burden and easing the fears from which the 
world is suffering. We have taken part in every effort for disarma
ment and are prepared today to lend our full weight in any genuine 
renewal of a drive to limit and reduce the bankrupting burden of 
arms. We are negotiating a series of treaties designed to reduce 
the excessive barriers to world trade in order to restore to its natu
ral flow commerce that has been artificially diverted or obstructt:d. 
We have assisted in the stabilization of currencies through the 
tripartite agreement. We have restated the principles on which 
normal international intercourse is based at a time when dis
couragement was rife and when nations were forgetting their 
pledged word in the pursuit_ of contrary policies. We have avoided 
involvement in the disputes of others and yet shown that we de
mand respect for our rights and safety for our nationals. We have 
made it clear that while we are resolved by every means to avoid 
war, we are not and cannot be indifferent to policies that lead to 
war or to instances of international lawlessness that disturb the 
peace. 

These policies I have listed are but a few of the landmarks on 
the road we are following; lt is not always easy to avoid a turn-otf, 
but if we keep to this road without faltering, and if other nations 
in their. own ways will follow similar paths, then the youthful 
generation throughout the world today will be spared the experi
ences you had to live through two decades ago. 

There 1s one other thought I would leave with you tonight, and 
that is to emphasize the price we all attach to keeping our Ameri
can tradit!ons and beliefs untouched. We are a young country, 
with infus10ns of blood from many nations of the world, often with 
conflicting philosophies and divergent senses of value; and it has 
been the genius of America that instead of losing vitality from a 
mixture of these different elements we have drawn new strength 
from them, and merged them into a single nation, having its own 
traditions, its own beliefs, and its own institutions. Men who have 
come to our shores and settled in our midst have not looked back
ward to the lands from which they have come but forward to their 
future and their children's future in the United States. They have 
become an integral part of us, anxious to adopt our ways, to think 
our thoughts, to acquire our tolerance, and to share in our national 
life. If ever our population of foreign birth should put America 
second, if ever it should subordinate American interests to the 
interests of some other country, by accepting directions given by 
governments or political parties abroad, then, indeed, a situation 
would arise that would fill us with foreboding. 

You, members of the American Legion, learned by experience and 
sacrifice, as perhaps no other group, the true meaning of the Ameri
can ideal. You can hold high the torch in case others should forget. 
You can impart knowledge to those who wish to learn the true 
meaning of our beliefs; and you have a still greater opportunity, 
for, as during the war you helped to forge new traditions for us, you 
can, by precept in time of peace, carry on the work of perfecting our 
Americanism. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
October 18, 1937. 

Address of the Honorable Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, at the 
University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada, at 3 p. m., eastern 
standard time, October 22, 1937 
I am deeply appreciative of this opportunity to visit the Uni

versity of Toronto. Institutions of learning have, of necessity, 
much briefer history on our side of the Atlantic than they do 
across the sea. Yet, building upon the foundation of a cultural 
heritage far older than the national existence of their countries. 
many universities of the Western Hemisphere have developed 
splendid traditions of scholarship and public service. Among 
these, your university occupies a deservedly high place. Your city, 
your Province, your whole country are justly proud of its attain
ments. And I am delighted to be admitted to the distinguished 
company of those upon whom you have chosen to bestow the 
honor of which I am the recipient today. 

In these days, when tragic and menacing world developments 
beat relentlessly upon the consciousness of each one of us, it 1s 
well to find a brief respite in an atmosphere far removed from the 
grueling pressure of day-to-day, almost minute-to-minute, prob
lems constantly clamoring for solution. In such an atmosphere 
it is well to renew one's faith and hope through a calm contempla
tion of what is fundamental in man's unceasing search for a better 
world. 

I 

The all-embracing preoccupation of all of us may be summed 
up in one word-order. By that word I mean such an arrange-
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ment of human relations as 1s conducive to the greatest possible 
development of human welfare--material, moral, and spiritual. 

Civ1Uzations, ancient and modern, have always been basically 
concerned with the problem of order. The origins of la.w, the 
origins of government are found 1n man's eternal striving to place 
the relations of individuals, bound by communal ties, upon a basis 
of recognized and accepted rights and obligations with respect to 
each other, as well as with respect to the community as a whole. 

Today most of us know, almost by instinct, the precious worth 
of order in our individual lives and in our national existence. 

We have become accustomed to measuring progress by our 
success in evolving those forms of social organization which con
fer upon the individual, in greater and greater degree, the benefits 
of material improvement, of decent ethical relations, of intellectual 
development, and of spiritual growth. Theoretically, it is possible 
for an individual to lead a hermit existence, and for a family 
or a community to segregate itself and attempt to live solely 
within and unto itself. But in the end, an inexorable price must 
be paid for such isolation; and, directly or indirectly, that price is 
always paid by the individual. The activities of individuals and 
of communties are so intricately interdependent that the fullness 
of the individual's life is powerfully determined by the character 
of the social organization of which he is a part. 

Social organization must necessarily be based upon laws as the 
instruments of defining the commonly accepted rules of individual 
and social conduct. We have discovered through long experience 
that none of us can shp.re more than precariously in the benefits 
of the higher forms of social organization toward which humanity 
has evolved through centuries of costly effort-unless the laws 
upon which that organization is founded are devised equitably and 
constructively and are administered wisely and fairly. We have 
also discovered that none of us is secure in the pursuit of his 
profession or employment; in the maintenance of family and 
neighborly relationships; or in the enjoyment of intellectual or 
religious companionship unless the community in which we live 
and the nation which comprises the aggregate of such communities 
be free from breach or defiance of the laws by which they are 
governed. 

Order within a community or a nation must necessarily be based 
upon a general observance of law by the individual citizen. Let 
such observance waver through a flouting of the existing laws by 
any substantial portion of the community or nation, and the whole 
structure of civilized existence in that community or nation will 
become impaired and will ultimately disintegrate. All the im
measurable benefits conferred by social organization will then be 
brought down 1n ruin. and man will again revert to what we are 
now accustomed to regard as barbarism. 

Finally, we have discovered from long and bitter experience 
that only such laws will produce order in the true sense of that 
word as derive their authority from the consent of the governed 
and are subject to change only by the will of a majority of the 
people. Ambitious individuals may usurp that authority and 
arrogate to themselves an unchallengeable right to impose or alter 
laws. But such usurpation and arrogation, though in some in
stances they may be accompanied by an outward semblance of order, 
are in fact supreme acts of lawlessness. 

No community and no nation can continue to base its organized 
existence in part on order and in part on chaos, in part on law 
and in part on lawlessness. Sooner or later one or the other must 
triumph. 

II 

In the evolution of our clvlllzation, the development of the con
cept of order based on law, as applied to the internal life of a 
nation, far antedates the recognition and acceptance of that con
cept in the sphere of relations amon~ nations. In~~tional l~w. 
as we know it today, is of comparatively recent ongm. The VItal 
need of internal order is far more deeply embedded in our social 
and political consciousness than that of international order. 

Yet order in international relations is just as vital as it is in 
relations within a nation. The interdependence of nations is as 
much a fundamental factor in the organization of civilized exist
ence as the interdependence of individuals comprising communi
ties and of communities comprising nations. Theoretically, a 
nation can isolate itself from the rest of the world. But just as 
in the case of an individual who would lead a hermit existence 
and of a family or a community which attempts to segregate itself, 
an inexorable price mliSt be paid, and, in the end, paid by individ
uals through a lowering of their material, moral, and spiritual 
standards. 

In the world of today, nations are parties to numerous mutual 
relationships. If these relationships are to be conducive to the 
promotion of human welfare, it is necessary that the rules of inter
national conduct be defined and that these rules be honored 
and observed. The behavior of nations toward each other has a 
crucial significance for each and all of them. 

International law is the instrument by means of which the 
rights and duties of nations become generally recognized and ac
cepted, and, therefore, the rules of international conduct become 
defined. It is the basis of international order in the same way 
that domestic law is the basis of internal order. 

International law grows out of negotiated agreements by means 
of which nations pledge themselves to the acceptance of definite 
rights and duties in those spheres of action with which the par
ticular agreements deal. A significant aspect of progress, as we 
have become accustomed to view it, relates to the degree of com
pleteness with which such agreements tend to cover all basic 

relationships among nations. Hence progress fs closely llnked up 
With the extent to which the area of internatiorial conduct, unreg
ulated by law, grows smaller and smaller. 

m 
The maintenance of international order depends not only upon 

the acceptance by nations of agreed rules of conduct but also upon 
their observance of such rules. Both of these are sovereign acts 
on the part of the national entities concerned. Back of them 
there must be certain indispensable attitudes. 

There must be a firmly established sense of mutual respect and 
consideration of nation for nation. The very essence of an inter
national agreement is destroyed if any one party to it arrogates to 
itself a position of superiority with regard to the other parties or 
the right, solely by its own· decision, to denounce it or to alter 
the application of its terms. . 

There must be a firm belief in the inviolability of the pledged 
word. International law is not enforceable in the same sense as 
domestic law. The observance of the duties which it imposes and 
the safeguarding of the rights which it confers rest primarily upon 
voluntarily accepted self-discipline on the part of the nations 
wllich are parties to it. 

There must be a willingness to adjust differences by . peaceful 
means--without the exaction of victory or the infliction of humilia
tion. No conflict is really settled unless the terms of its settle
ment are reasonably acceptable to both sides. 

All these may be called considerations of abstract morality. 
They are, and, as such, they represent a tremendous historic force 
in the relations among individuals, as well as among nations. 
But they are also the very foundations of progress and civiliza
tion in every phase of human existence. In a profound sense 
they are determining factors of the material and cultural well-being 
of mankind. 

Our economic civilization has developed on the basis of a sub
stantial interchange among the nations of commodities, services. 
and ideas. This development has not been fortuitous. Because 
of natural endowment and climatic conditions, the basic mater1ala 
of sustenance and production are unevenly distributed among the 
different areas of the earth. Similarly the progress of invention 
and the acquisiton of the various skills which enter into the pro
ductive process proceed unevenly in dift'erent nations. Economic 
advancement in any nation is greatly affected by whether or not 
the people of that nation have access to the natural resources and 
to the gifts of inventive genius and technical progress of the whole 
world, rather than merely those circumscribed by its national 
boundaries. 

Nor can the .flowering of science, intellect, and the arts attain 
its. highest and its rounded development when confined within 
the frontiers of a single nation. The records of history, as well 
as the testimony of observation. offer strtking evidence of the uni
versality of culture and of the surpassing value of learning from 
the experience and attainment of others no matter how many 
national frontiers may intervene. 

Only in a world in which international order prevails can indi
viduals of any nation obtain access to all these gifts of economic 
and cultural advancement. Impair that order, and there will be 
a universal lowering of both material and cultural standards--a 
growing and deepening decadence in all phases of life. 

IV 

International order may be impaired in many ways. Wide
spread violation of treaties or agreements which embody the law 
of nations will quickly bring the very concept of such law into 
disrepute and destroy its immense usefulness. Suspicion and dis
trust will lead nations into courses of action, harmful alike to 
themselves and to others. 

Economic policies directed, not toward the promotion of mutu
ally beneficial commercial and financial intercourse among nations. 
but toward the wresting of apparent immediate advantages at the 
expense of long-range benefits, inevitably push nations in the 
direction of isolation or other forms of economic warfare. This, 
in turn, inexorably results in increasing economic and social 
strain within nations, which may lead to a break-down of orderly 
processes of government and may even lend the appearance of 
attractiveness to military adventures. Economic warfare only too 
frequently is the precursor of armed conflict. 

Interference by one nation in the domestic affairs of another, 
refusal by a nation to recognize and respect the independence, 
sovereignty, and territorial integrity of another, represent still 
other types of lawlessness in international relations which destroy 
order based on law. They, too, frequently result in armed conflict. 

No matter what form it assumes, and no matter from what 
causes it springs, war represents the most complete negation of 
order ih both the internal and the international life of nations. 
Armed conflict disrupts and destroys all those numerous rela
tionships which advance and ennoble the lives of individuals and 
of nations. It harnesses to the chariot of its death-dealing fury 
the energies and abilities which should be devoted to the pro
motion of human welfare. It draws irresistibly into its vortex 
of destruction the material resources of mankind. It sweeps aside 
moral and spiritual values cherished zealously through periods 
of peace. It lowers every standard of civilized existence. 

Under modern conditions, no group of the population within a 
nation engaged in a co~ct escapes the ravages of war. Warfare 
today is no longer primarily a matter of armed forces hurled 
against each other on the battlefield. Entire populatiens become 
active participants and potential victims. The line of demarcation 
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between combatants and noncombatants tends to disappear as 
the advancing technique of war provides evermore powerful 
weapons of destruction. 

Under modern conditions no nation escapes the repercussions 
of a major armed conflict anywhere in the world. ,However far 
they may be removed from the seat of actual fighting, all nations 
feel their morale weakened by the horror of war and their well
being impaired by the processes of disruption and ruin which 
spread in ever widening circles from the territories being laid 
.waste by war. Once the engines of war are brought into action 
tn any portion of the earth, there is no security, no confidence, no 
buoyancy of energy or spirit anywhere. 

v 
· There is a grim paradox in the trends which are so clearly dis
cernible today. As civilization moves to higher and higher levels, 
as the march of progress opens wider and wider horizons of material 
and cultural advancement, war becames more relentlessly cruel, 
more thorough and effective in its unrestrained savagery. 

Yet in this very paradox, in this soul-shattering contrast, there 
are seeds of hope. No more than a community or a nation, can 
the world of today base its existence in part on order and in part 
on chaos, in part on law and in part on lawlessness. And just as, 
sooner or later, the outraged conscience of a community or a nation 
sets into motion forces which reestablish order under law, so, I 
firmly believe, the outraged conscience of mankind will set into 
motion forces which will create, in the sphere of international 
relations, unshakable order ba-sed on law. 

There is a special appropriateness in my saying all this on 
the soU of a great member of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations. My country and the countries which compose your 
mighty union are among the protagonists of the idea that peace, 
rather than war, is the normal state of human relations, within 
and among nations. A strong conviction that the forces of order 
based on law are the forces of peace, and that peace, in turn, is 
indispensable to civilization and progress, is deeply engrained in 
the individual and collective consciousness of our peoples. 

Modem civilization has survived and has gone ever forward be
cause the violators of order, the breakers of the peace, have always 
been the exception rather than the rule. Whatever tragedies they 
have caused during their brief appearances on the stage of history, 
in the end they have always bowed to the wlli of that overwhelm
ing majority of mankind which desires a continuing advance, 
rather than an inglorious decline, of man's civilized existence. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. O'NEILL of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to extend my remarks in the REcoRD and to 
include a statement from the Newark Evening News. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include 
therein a brief letter from a constituent on the pending farm 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to extend my remarks at the point in the RECORD 
where I asked a question of the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD at 
the point where be interrogated the gentleman from Ten
nessee. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
a letter from a constituent regarding maintenance of peace 
and my reply thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks in the REcoRD and to include 
therein a resolution passed by the cotton growers of south
east Missouri with reference to the pending farm bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker. I make the point 

of order there is not a quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred, and eighty-six Members present, not a 
quorum. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
.The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members 

failed to answer to their names: 
[Roll No. 10) 

Aleshire Cravens Harter 
Andrews Cullen Healey 
Atkinson Daly Hildebrandt 
Bates Dorsey Holmes 
Binderup Drewry, Va. Honeyman 
Boehne Duncan Johnson, Minn. 
Boylan, N. Y. Ellenbogen Keller 
Bradley Elliott Kocialkowski 
Buckley, N.Y. Evans McGroarty 
Burdick Forand Maas 
Byrne Gasque May 
Cannon, Wis. Oavagan Mosier, Ohio 
Celler Gifford O'Leary 
Citron Halleck O'Toole 
Cole, Md. Hamilton Pfeifer 
Connery Harlan Phillips 
Costello Hart Sabath 

Shanley 
Simpson 
Smith, W.Va. 
Snell 
Somers, N.Y. 
Sullivan 
Sumners, Tex. 
Sweeney 
Swope 
Tinkham 
Towey 
Fred M. Vinson 
Weaver 
Whelchel 
Withrow 

Tb~ SPEAKER. On this roll call 359 Members have an-
swered to their names, a quorum. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceeding~ under the call 

The motion was agreed to. 
The doors were opened. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks jn the RECORD in connection 
with those I made last Wednesday and to include therein 
certain tables and two short letters. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein a 
radio address by my colleague, Mr. HARTLEY, on the wage 
and hour bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
some minor quotations. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
an address by the Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to 
include therein a short article by Dudley Nichols, the play
wright. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

PAYMENT OF MILEAGE, SECOND SESSION, SEVENTY-FIFTH CONGRESS 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus

pend the ru1es and pass House Joint Resolution 525, to make 
the existing appropriations for mileage of Senators and Rep
resentatives immediately available for payment, which I send 
to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Joint resolution to make the existing appropriations for mileage 

of Senators and Representatives immediately available for pay
ment 
Resolved, etc., That the appropriations for mileage of the Presi

dent of the Senate and of Senators and for Representatives, the 
Delegate from Hawaii, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, and for expenses of the Delegate from Alaska, contained in 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1938, are hereby made 
available for and authorized to be paid to the President of the Sen-
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ate, Senators, Representatives, Delegates, and the Resident. Commis
sioner from Puerto Rico for attendance on the second session of the 
Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, ! ·demand a second. 
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the resolu

tion? 
Mr. TABER. I am. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that a second be considered as ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks 

unanimous consent that a second be considered as ordered. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado is entitled 

to 20 minutes and the gentleman from New York to 20 
minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, this resolution 
speaks for itself. The money for the payment of mileage 
for the s~cond session of the Seventy-fifth Congress was 
appropriated at the last session. This is the second session. 
but it requires a resolution to make that money available at 
the present time. This resolution says nothing about whether 
or not Congress will make an appropriation for mileage dur
ing the next session. I may say that the precedents in rela
tion to this matter are just about the same, whether the Re
publicans have been in power or the Democrats have been in 
power. The extra sessions of the Sixty-third, Sixty-fif~h, 
Sixty-sixth, Sixty-seventh, Seventy-first, and Seventy-third 
Congresses show that. Whenever an extra session has ad~ 
journed before the regular session of Congress, eve~ though 
only a week or so intervenes, Congress has voted 1tself the 
mileage for that extra session. Whenever the extra sessions 
run into the next session, without any intervening days, and 
I think there was only one such, and that during the World 
War no mileage was granted for the extra session. But 
this 'resolution does not at all bind or affect whatever action 
may be taken by the next regular session. This resolution 
is strictly in accordance with the action of Congress for a 
great many years. The amount involved is about $175,000 
for the House and about $50,000 for the Senate. 

It is purely a question of whether or not the House de
sires to make the money . heretofore appropriated for this 
purpose available at this time. I have here a statement 
of the dates of commencement and adjournment of each 
of those extra sessions and of the resolutions and actions 
of each of those Congresses on this mileage subject. 
Nearly all Congressmen make many trips to Washington 
and many other places purely on official business for 
which they are not reimbursed at all. This allowance is 
really a travel expense account. 

Personally I have always felt that the word "mileage" 
is a misnomer. I feel that it ought to be designated in 
the appropriation as a travel expense allowance for each 
Member in the performance of his official duties. · · 

The yardstick by which the amount is measured is the 
distance that he lives from Washington. 

We bring our wives and children here with us at our own 
expense. We nearly all have to go home during every ses
sion at our own expense, and we often have to come to 
Washington between sessions at our own expense. We ought 
not to be required to pay those expenses out of our salary 
in order to perform our official duties. 

However, you all understand the situation. The matter 
is up to the Members of the House. I am directed by a lar~e 
majority of the Committee on Appropriations to offer this 
resolution, and I am doing so as the chairman of that 
committee. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 8 minutes. 

This resolution is to pay mileage to Members of Congre~s. 
I call the attention of the House to the situation of the 
country and to the situation that we confront as we consider 

LXXXII-60 

this resolution, and to the things that to my mind are im
portant in its consideration. This is the third day in the 
tenth month of the sixth year of the emergency administra
tion. It will go down in history as the greatest creator of 
emergencies that the world has ever known. At the present 
time we are called into special session perhaps because of the 
latest emergency· which this administration has created
the emergency that has resulted in a stoppage of the wheels 
of industry and of employment because of the tax upon 
undistributed earnings, because of the National Labor Rela
tions Board Act, and the extreme administration, partisan 
administration, of that act, because of the size of the capital
gains tax, because of the fear in the hearts of the people of 
the passage of an agricultural bill designed to regiment the. 
farmers and reduce agricultural production at a time when 
many of our people are underfed, and because at the same 
time it will regiment and enslave the agricultural workers; 
because of the fear of the so-called wage and hour labor 
bill, designed to regiment and enslave labor and reduce the 
employment of labor, and at the same time reduce the pur
chasing power of labor; and because of fear of the reorgan
ization bill, designed to destroy the effective auditin&" power 
of the Comptroller General, so that the appropriating power 
of the Congress will no longer be effective. 

Now, gentlemen, we are assembled here in extra session. 
Have we taken any steps to repeal the undistributed-profits 
tax? Have we taken any steps to put the National Labor. 
Relations Board in its place and prevent it from destroying 
business and employment? Have we taken any steps to get 
rid of the size of the capital-gains tax? 

Mr. DL~GELL. Mr. Speaker, will -the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TABER. I cannot yield to anyone. I do not have 

the time. 
· Have we taken any steps to get rid of the size of the capi
tal gains tax? Oh, no. We have passed one resolution to 
provide $12,000 to pay the pages of the Senate and the House, 
and as a second measure of emergency, we have before us 
a r~solution to pay the mileage of the Members. 

I am not going to say that the Members are not entitled to 
their mileage, but what does this resolution do? It not only 
provides for the payment of the mileage of the Members at 
this session, but it throws the door wide open, without any 
:further legislative authority, to pay mileage in the regular 
session too; and without our having, prior to the passage of 
this resolution, passed an adjournment resolution sufficiently 
far ahead of the convening of the third session of this Con
gress so that we would know the Members would have an 
opportunity to go back to their homes between the two 
sessions. 

Now there is no authority in law for the passage of a 
resolution for the payment of the mileage of Members at 
this special session. Under all these circ~stances, and 
with this the principal business of this emergency session 
of Congress, we are called upon to suspend the ~es, be
cause the resolution would not be in order under the regular 
rules of the House. To my mind, we have set about the 
wrong way to proceed in this matter. We have set about 
convicting ourselves of failure to get at the root of the eco
nomic situation in this country. We have set our star in 
the direction of more confusion and more bad emergency 
legislation and the destruction of the very liberties of the 
American people, 

I hope that this Congress will not consent to the passage of 
this resolution in this form. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. BACON]. 
Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I have no complaint to make 

about the payment of mileage. Most of us use, in official 
travel, a great deal more money than we get in mileage. I 
do, however, protest against the adjournment of Congress 
before the real emergency confronting this country is met. 
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Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. BACON. I cannot yield. This resolution presupposes 

the adjournment of Congress on the 22d of December. We 
have practically accomplished nothing so far since we have 
met in this emergency session. 

When the President called the emergency session together 
he enunciated a five-point program. At that time the busi
ness recession, which is gradually going into a major depres
sion, had not yet become evident. It seems to me that when 
the Congress did meet on the 15th of November it would have 
been wise patriotism on the part of the administration to 
have said to Congress, "I called you in session for a five-point 
program. Since I called you in session for that program, a 
depression is upon us. I therefore suggest that this five
point program be postponed until the regular session, and 
that this emergency session be taken up with measures to 
lift the business depression that is upon us and to help the 
hundreds of thousands of men who have lost their jobs 
since we met on November 15. Tax revision as the first step 
is certainly bldicated. 

We have accomplished nothing. There are many things 
that this administration could do to help the present situa
tion in this country. I call upon Congress to take the lead 
if the President will not. I call upon Congress to recognize 
the situation that is gradually getting wose, and if the Presi
dent insists upon going to Florida, let the Congress act and 
let the Congress do something to help the situation. It ill
behooves us to adjourn on the 22d of December, just before 
Christmas, having in mind hundreds of thousands of men 
who will be out of work during the Christmas season, who 
will not have a pay check coming in every day. It is goblg 
to be a sad Christmas for them, and we could do something 
for the country if we used the Christmas season to help those 
in distress. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance o! my time 

to the gentleman from New York [Mr. FisHl. [Applause.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen. I will re

lieve your worries. I am not against this resolution. [Laugh
ter and applause.] I do not see how I could be against it, in 
view of the fact that the President of the United states is 
now enjoying his mileage at the expense of the Government
his fishing trip and his yacht. I think we had better add a 
yacht to this resolution for Members of Congress. [Laughter 
and applause.] 

I agree with the logic of both gentlemen from New York 
[Mr. TABER and Mr. BACON] in saying that we should stay 
here in this depression and try to legislate in the interest of 
the people by restoring confidence and putting American 
wage earners back to work. 

There was no depression when we were called back into 
special session. Nobody but the President knows why we 
were called back; that has been a dark secret, and he has not 
taken the Congress or the American people into his con
fidence. 

I rose, however, Mr. Speaker, on a very important issue, 
and that was to discuss this Roosevelt-made depression. 

The administration, in football parlance, started off in 1933 
like a championship team. Its plays clicked. It had a 
powerful ground-gaining offensive. It smashed the line, it 
ran the ends, it passed beautifully. It had teamwork, and 
its plays were executed with precision. It moved forward to
ward the goal line of recovery, prosperity, and employment. 

However, after making a fine start, it became confused and 
bewildered and lost sight of its objective, to put American 
people to work. Instead, it attacked business and smashed it 
into smithereens and little bits, and destroyed confidence. 

Now the New Deal team is back on its 1-yard line, evidently 
with no plans or plays. It will be interesting to watch the 
former great quarterback call his plays and try to get out of 
the coffin comer in finance and economics and restore con
fidence. 

From the side lines it appears that there is no longer any 
teamwork; the qu&terback seems stunned and confused, the 

team sluggish and .slow. What new plays has the quarter
back devised for this emergency on his own 1-yard line? 
What will be his strategy? Millions of American wage earn
ers are anxiously waiting to find out. We have been in session 
3 weeks, and nothing has been tried or accomplished. The 
American people have a right to know. The Congress has a 
right to know. 

I challenge the majority leader to state what the New 
Deal team proposes to do to get us out of the Roosevelt 
depression and put our people back to work. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I will yield to the majority lea-der and to no 

one else. 
I call on the majority leader [Mr. RAYBURN], who was so 

quick to move to table my resolution calling for an investiga
tion of the charges made of political promises in return for 
signatures to the wage and hour petition, to take us in his 
confidence and tell us how the administration proposes to 
get out of the coffin comer and put the American people to 
work. 

We have been bl session for 3 weeks, we have less than 3 
weeks to go; and yet, in this great depression with 1,000,000 
people out of work who were not out o! work 2 months ago, 
with another 1,000,000 Americans on part-time work, and 
probably 2,000,000 more will lose their jobs before the middle 
of the winter, the President has not proposed one single con
structive plan or policy to get the American people ba.ck to 
work or even save their jobs and has not given us any work 
to perform in the House of Representatives. If you want to 
ca.ll the farm bill the solution, while it may be a partial solu
tion for the farmers of the cotton and tobacco districts of 
the South, yet to 100,000,000 people in this country it means 
higher costs of foodstuffs. higher costs o! the necessity of life, 
higher costs of clothing. The President said that one-third 
of our people are ill-fed and ill-clothed. Forty million peo-· 
ple, according to the President, are ill-fed and ill-clothed, yet 
all you Democrats propose is to ra,jse the cost of living, the 
cost of food, and the cost of clothing to these people who are 
now losing their jobs by the thousands day by day while we 
continue to take our mileage and have not put through any 
legislation at all that would relieve the business depression,. 
restore confidence, or employ labor. [Applause.] 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I yield the bal
ance of my time to the gentleman f.rom Missouri [Mr. 
CANNON]. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, this resolution 1s 
presented by direction of the Committee on Appropriations. 
It is the usual resolution. It conforms in every respect with 
the resolutions which have been offered on similar occasions 
at special sessions for the last 50 years. It does not appro
priate money; it does not take a dollar from the Treasury. 
The money has already been appropriated. It merely makes 
available money which previously has been provided for 
mileage at the first session of the Seventy-fifth Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, we have here this momi.ng the rather anoma
lous situation of three members of the minority, ostensibly 
opposed to this resolution, but failblg to raise any issue on 
the question involved. The first gentleman from New York, 
the distinguished ranking minority member of the Commit
tee on Appropriations, after discussing every possible subject 
from farm relief to reorganization, agreed that mileage was 
due. He made it clear that he was not opposed to it per se. 
The second gentleman from New York prefaced his remarks 
With the statement that Members were entitled to this mile
age. The third gentleman from New York said emphatically 
that he was not opposed to the subject or to the resolution. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, in view of the outspoken unanimity 
on the part of the minority in favor of the pending resolu
tion, I ask for a vote at this time. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall the rules be sus
pended and the resolution passed? 

The question was taken; and on a division <asked by Mr. 
TABER) there were-ayes 327, noes 37. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
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So <two-thirds having voted in favor thereon the rules 

were suspended and the resolution was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state· 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill <H. R. 
8505) to provide for the conservation of national soil re
sources and to provide an adequate and balanced flow of agri
cultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 8505, the farm bill, with 
Mr. WARREN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unanimous agreement here

tofore entered into, the Committee will now return to the 
consideration of section 201, page 14, which the Clerk will 
read. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I find that another Mem
ber who is very much interested in section 201 is compelled 
to be away this afternoon. I therefore ask unanimous con
sent that the consideration of section 201 be passed over 
until tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unan
imous consent that the consideration of section 201 be passed 
over until tomorrow. Is there objection? 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
i! that is agreed to will the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture also ask unanimous consent to pass over the con
sideration of the corn section until tomorrow? · 

Mr. JONES. That is all right with me, because we will 
have plenty of work to do today, anyway. If that is desirable 
I will be glad to include that in my request. Mr. Chairman: 
I also ask unanimous consent that the further consideration 
of part 2 of title III be passed over until tomorrow. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES] 
asks unanimous consent· that further consideration of section 
201 and part 2 of title m be passed over until tomorrow. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, I do not know what that is. 

Mr. JONES. Section 201 is the loan provision, in which 
some Members are interested who cannot be here today. 
Part 2 of title m is the corn provision, which those who are 
interested in prefer to have disposed of after the loan provi
sion is disposed of. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That leaves consideration of the to
bacco section? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; as well as other pending provisions, 
including the cotton section. 

Mr. Gn...cHRIST. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, will the gentleman indicate whether we will consider 
part 2 of title ill? 

Mr. JONES. That goes over until tomorrow under the 
unanimous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will, then, return to the 

consideration of part 1, title m, which is still open for 
amendment. . 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. · 

Mr. Chairman, if the drafters of this unconscionable meas
ure drew it with the deliberate purpose in mind of destroying 
the cultivation of cotton in California, they could not have 
phrased it more expertly. 

It is the most unfair, the most unjust proposal ever pre
sented to a legislative body for its consideration. It is noth
ing less than a brazen attempt at legislative racketeering, a 
cruel effort to confer monopolistic advantages upon one sec
tion of our country to the detriment of another equally de-

serving of the sympathetic consideration of our common 
country. 

This bill was conceived in greed, was born in selfishness, 
and, if permitted to develop into legislative completeness, will 
be nurtured on avarice and fattened on plunder. In its wake 
will be found the wreckage of thousands upon thousands 
of American homes, once the abodes of happy and contented 
families, smiling wives, laughing children. Where once pros
perity and plenty abided will be found the sheriff and the 
hated foreclosure decree. But those that covet that which 
oth~rs have toiled to achieve laugh at such tears! 

How can the friends of this legislative abomination even 
pretend a different purpose? If it is a reduction of the 
quantity of cotton that they seek to accomplish. why have 
they not brought in a bill to control the production of cot
ton? Why do these bill drafters seek to reduce acres rather 
than bales? Is it because California produces 580 pounds to 
the acre, whereas in the Southern States of the old Cotton 
Belt the poundage produced is only 262? Is it possible they 
could have been thinking how nice it would be to compel 
California to forego a bale for each of her acres that are 
taken out of production while the States of the old Cotton 
Belt, under a more favorable operation of the reduction 
formula, would be required to forego but a half of a bale 
for each acre that is to be retired from cultivation there? 

Whether or not thoughts as base as these were in the 
minds of those who inspired this unjust proposal, California 
will be compelled, nevertheless, to yield one bale for every 
one-half bale the South is compelled to forego. And still 
there are some that say this bill is fair! 

And how does the reduction-by-acres idea operate under 
the formula contained in this baneful measure? All will 
agree that the 33,736,000 acres devoted to cotton in 1937 have 
produced too much cotton for the domestic and world mar
kets to consume. According to the consensus of opinion, 
the utilization of 28,000,000 acres would make available a 
crop sufficient for all purposes and needs. Did the bill 
drafters proceed to the devising of a reduction formula 
which would have imposed on the cotton-producing areas 
of the Nation a reduction program that would operate 
equally, fairly, and evenly upon all sections of the country? 
Did they say to California, to Mississippi, to Alabama, to 
all of the cotton-producing States, "Reduce your cotton pro
duction by 17 percent"? Not at all. They say to California, 
"Reduce your acreage by 61 percent." They say to Okla
homa, "Reduce your acreage by 3 percent." Texas would be 
required to reduce 15 percent, North Carolina 12 percent, 
Mississippi 19 percent, and so on-all of the old Cotton Belt 
States to the national average of 15% percent. 

Equality! What a mockery. California must reduce her 
acreage by 61 percent. And the Southern States of the old 
Cotton Belt shall not be required to forego the cultivation 
of more than 15% percent of the land that was harvested 
within their respective borders this year. 

Equality! What a cruel jest. For every acre that Cali
fornia must reduce, better than a bale is taken out of pro
duction. For every acre that the States of the old Cotton 
Belt shall not cultivate, only one-half of a bale will be taken 
out tJf production. 

If that is equality; if that is fairness; if that is justice
then those words that I learned at my mother's knee have 
taken on a strangely inappropriate meaning. 

Gentlemen of the old South, I appeal to you to join with 
me in the writing of a formula that will operate justly and 
equitably in all of our cotton-producing areas. Let us banish 
from this Hall all thought of profit at another's expense. 
Let us join hands and march forward together as brothers 
and coworkers in a great enterprise, to the mutual advantage 
of all; to the detriment of none. 

Gentlemen of old New England, of the North, of the great 
Middle West and Northwest, that injustice be not done 
that fairness prevail, is your great obligation. In your han& 
is the power to prevent the perpetration of a great wrong. 
California appeals to you in the name of the thousands upon 
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thousands of its men, women, and children whose very ex
istence is bound up in a proper solution of this reduction 
problem; in the name of justice, fairness, equality, and fair 
play-to help us rewrite the iniquitous provisions of section 
35I>a of this bill, to the end that the right to live and the 
obligation to let live shall be made inviolate throughout the 
land. [Applause.] · 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, heretofore in the consideration of farm
relief bills, I have resolved all doubts in favor of them and 
voted in favor of most of them. I did this out of a desire 
to help agriculture and out of a fear that I might do our 
greatest industry an injustice. Many legislators are moved 
by such considerations. But when a legislator feels that the 
passage of a bill will undoubtedly fail to do what its ex
ponents think it will do and will prove disastrous to our 
country and to one of our greatest industries, then it becomes 
a moral question with him, and if his conscience is still alive 
he will find himself in opposition to that bill, and be will 
be able to give a reason for his position. I have no doubts 
whatever in my mind about this bill. My conscience 
as well as my judgment revolts against it. I may be too 
zealous about it, but, to my mind, this is a monstrous meas
ure. It is so monstrous in so many difi'erent ways that I 
doubt whether there is a single Member of the House who 
can give it his full approval and bring his honest judgment 
and his clear conscience to support it fully and freely. With
out impugning the motives of any of my colleagues who 
shall support this measure, I dare say that the principal 
consideration that moves them to such a step is not that 
their conscience approves fully but, rather, that they feel 
they want to do what they can to assist agriculture and feel 
that regardless of their own judgment they might be mis
taken and do agriculture an injustice if they fail to support 
the measure. 

I have arrived at my conclusion after an honest effort to 
get the facts and after reading and studying the bill care
fully. 

One of the principal reasons that I have for my opposition 
is that I am doubtful of its constitutionality. My views are 
strengthened mightily by reason of the fact that it is neces
sary to use 11% pages of doubtful assertions to bolster its 
constitutionality. I think that is entirely too much lan
guage. If the affirmative portions of the bill fail to show 
constitutionality, explanatory language will not cure the 
defect. One of the New Deal practices has been to try to 
sail among the shoals of unconstitutionality. They Wish to 
get as near the rocks as possible. I assert that when a bill 
requires 11¥2 pages to protect its constitutionality this in 
itself excites suspicion. And when a bill dealing with the 
most honest and dependable class of our citizens requires 
six and one-half pages of penalties for its violations, I think 
it is entirely too drastic. 

When about 30 pages of new substantive statutory law 
is proposed to be written upon our statute books which is 
so ambiguous and uncertain as that nobody can understand 
it, and which is not definite until made definite by ratifica
tion of an indefinitely defined class or group of people or by 
the action of the Secretary of Agriculture, I think we should 
refuse such a proposal. 

Laws are made by the affirmative action of Congress and 
not by the ratification of certain persons or groups of officers. 
This bill involves a principle of the initiative and referen
dum which is not recognized in our Constitution. We are 
going through the legislative processes of enacting a law. 
which to become effective in many ways must be submitted 
to a referendum. The total result of our action, if we pass 
this bill, will be that we have started a program which bas 
no apparent beginning or ending and which is not bounded 
by fixed lines of geography or production. It might include 
one man and not his next-door neighbor this year and re
verse the choice next year. It might apply to one co\mtcy 
this year and not apply next year. 

What is law? Law is a rule of action. Law is ordered 
and orderly action. Inaction is not law. In this bill after · 
employing 11% pages of apologies for its questionable con
stitutionality, we proceed to attempt to set up a plan, but 
before .we get it set up we find ourselves setting up other 
plans which must be carried out before the first plan can be 
set up. So, if we should pass the bill it would be only a 
skeleton, the flesh and clothes for which must be supplied 
later. And it is going to take thousands upon thousands of 
agents and inspectors to do that job. If this program is 
commenced it will be a permanent addition of untold mil
lions to our National Budget. 

I repeat, I am against this bill because it will regiment all 
our farmers, both big and little. It may be of benefit to 
some but it will regiment all of them. Nobody will know 
when he will be classified one way and when another. 

I am opposed to this bill because I am opposed to the 
doctrine of scarcity. I want to help nature to be bountiful. 
Out of God's bounty shall the people be fed. 

I am opposed to this bill because it makes the Government 
the loser on every program. If there are any profits made 
on the program the Government does not get it. But if 
there are losses, Uncle Sam must assume them. Prices are 
guaranteed at the top price and not at the bottom. If the 
value of the crop guaranteed falls, the Government loses. 
But if it rises the Government does not rise with it. If a 
private trader were in this game he would demand his win
nings if be were to be bound for the losses. 

I am opposed to this measure for, if it is set up in its full 
power and glory, we, who have seen some expensive experi
ments in government in the past few years, will see the most 
expensive set-up of agents and inspectors that ever worried 
a patient public. 

I am opposed to this bill because it is unwise, unnecessary, 
unsound, unreasonable, unworkable, unconstitutional, and 
unconscionable. 

To all who agree with me I sound the call to stand together 
and save our farmers and our country. [Applause.] 

Mr. WILCOX. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have offered this pro forma amendment 
for the purpose of gaining the floor in order that I may call 
attention to the agricultmal problems of my congressional 
district and of that section of the State of Florida immedi
ately adjoining my district. For 5 years, in cooperation with 
the remainder of the Florida delegation, I have voted consist
ently for every farm relief measure that has been proposed, 
although no farm legislation which we have heretofore passed 

. has been of direct benefit to my district. 
I have tried to look at these farm measures from the broad 

viewpoint of the welfare of the entire country. I realize that 
whatever benefits the Nation as a whole indirectly benefits 
my district and, although we raise not one boll of cotton 
nor an ear of com nor a sheaf of wheat, we have gone along 
with all of these farm programs. I have supported these 
measures upon the theory that what benefits agriculture 
generally is of benefit to the country as a whole. This bill 
is no different from the others so far as my district is con
cerned. It cannot directly benefit the agriculture of my sec
tion because we produce none of the five basic commodities 
dealt with in this bill. 

The declared purpose of the bill, however, is to elevate 
the price of farm products and assure to the farmer that he 
will secure a living price for the products of his farm. I am 
in full accord and thorough sympathy with that purpose .. 
I contend, however, that the farmers of my district are no 
different from the farmers of your district and, although 
we do not produce cotton, corn, wheat, rice, or tobacco, we, 
too, are entitled to reasonable consideration in any program 
that may be adopted by the National Government. 

I am sure I do not have to remind you of the debates 
had early last spring in connection with the renewal of the 
reciprocal tari:ff agreement law. 

I am sure that those debates are sufficiently fresh in the 
memories of the Members of the House as not to require 
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any extended repetition upon my part as to the agricultural 
problem of south and central Florida. Suffice it to say 
that the agreement negotiated with the Republic of Cuba 
has brought the products of that country into direct com
petition with all of the products of the First and Fourth 
Congressional Districts of my State. In the agreement ne
gotiated with Cuba the President reduced the tariffs on 
practically all Cuban products which are identical with the 
products of south and central Florida. This means that 
Cuba, having identical growing and marketing seasons with 
Florida, is brought into direct competition in the eastern 
markets with the products of my State. 

At that time, early in the spring of this year, I pointed 
out very definitely and specifically the effect of the Cuban 
reciprocal-trade agreement on my district. I quoted the 
facts and figures, and from them showed that as Cuban 

·importation of agricultural products increases the price of 
similar products of my district automatically decreases in 
the same proportion, and that as the line of importations 
goes up the line of the price of the products of my district 
goes down. I protested against this agreement and have 
spent 2% or 3 years trying to secure a modification which 
would protect the agriculture of my district. 

I realize you cannot do anything directly in this bill for 
the producers of the agricultural products of my district 
because such products do not lend themselves to the charac
ter of treatment dealt with in the bill. Necessarily you 
·cannot store tomatoes, fresh vegetables, citrus fruits, avoca-
does, and celery in times of plenty, lend money against 
them, and then release them in times of scarcity. However, 
there is one thing Congress can do which will protect my 
people from the iniqUities of the Cuban reciprocal-trade 
agreement. In the old Agricultural Adjustment Act we in
serted section 22-a, which provides that at any time the 
President shall find that importations interfere with the 
programs of the Triple A, the President shall have the 
right to place embargoes or limitations upon further im
portations under the Triple A. Necessarily, this does not 
apply to my district because we have none of such programs 
in force, for the reason that we do not produce these staple 
products. 

I expect at the proper time to offer an amendment to 
this bill, and this is the reason for my addressing you at this 
time. I hope the Committee on Agriculture will carefully 
consider this proposal, because it is the only way I know 
of by which you can grant protection to the farmers of my 
section of Florida, and it is the only way, as I see it, that 
we can overcome the iniquities of the Cuban trade agreement. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. wn.cox. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Florida? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. wn.cox. When we reach the appropriate part of 

the bill, toward the end of it, I propose to offer an amend
ment to the original Triple A Act, and I hope the amend
ment will not be objected to, for, as I say, it is the only 
manner in which you can protect my farmers. My amend
ment is to the effect that if the President shall find that 
the importation of agricultural products, including fruits 
and vegetables, has had the effect of depressing the price 
of such products below the 5-year average, he shall have 
authority to prescribe limitations on further importations 
until the price again reaches the 5-year level. It seems to 
me this is perfectly reasonable and perfectly fair. It cer
tainly does not interfere with anybody's program. 

As a matter of fact, if the importation of agricultural 
products from Cuba or any other country has the effect, 
which my people fear it will have, of depressing the price 
of their products below the 5-year average, then under the 
amendment which I shall propose, the President will have 
the right of limiting further importations until the price 
again reaches the 5-year level 

I hope the Committee on Agriculture, in charge of the 
bill here on the floor, will look with favor upon this amend
ment; and I hope the Committee of the Whole will look 
with favor upon it, because all of these programs have no 
effect in my district except to increase the cost of living. 
We are given no direct benefits in compensation. 

Now, the practical application of this amendment is this: 
If the importation of tomatoes or beans or eggplant or citrus 
fruit from Cuba shall cause a glutting of the market and a 
reduction in price below the 5-year average, the President 
will ·immediately by proclamation reduce the amount which 
may be imported from Cuba so as to hold the price at the 
level of the 5-year average. 

This is a practical, though partial, solution of the prob
lem of the fruit and vegetable producers of my State. So 
far as the present bill now under consideration is concerned, 
it is the only assistance that I know of which can be granted 
them. It is just, it is fair. and it is reasonable. 

If those sponsoring farm relief legislation are sincere tn 
their assurances of a desire to deal fairly with all farmers, 
and if they have no desire to discriminate against a . class of 
farmers, I can see no reason why they should not accept and 
support this proposal. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILCOX. I am delighted to yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. 
Mr. JONES. May I say to the gentleman that no one 

has fought more valiantly for the people of his State than 
has the gentleman from Florida [Mr. WILcox). We all re
spect his views and his fighting qualities. He never over
looks an opportunity to fight for his people and for their 
rights as he sees them. May I call the gentleman's atten
tion, however, to the fact that in deference to his suggestions 
and those of · some · of the rest of us who think it is impor
tant, we not only have the soil-conservation features carried 
forward in this bill but we have a provision that for this 
current year we will make $70,000,000 available, and after 
this year we will make more than $100,000,000 available for 
the disposition of surpluses both at home and abroad and 
for obtaining wider markets for all farm commodities, both 
here and abroad. The provisions of section 32 of the 1935 
amendments and of the $10,000,000 appropriation are not 
limited to any specific commodities. 

I believe the gentleman has made a contribution in the 
general discussion heretofore which has tended to bring 
about recognition for this particular situation. 

Mr. wn.cox. I thank the gentleman. I want to ex
press my appreciation and the apprecia-tion of my people . 
for the consideration which the committee and its distin
guished chairman have given in this particular regard. Un
doubtedly the fund which the committee has provided for the 
disposition of surplus crops and commodities will have a very 
beneficial effect upon conditions in my district. And 1f my 
efforts have borne frUit to this extent, they have not been 
entirely in vain. To that extent we do benefit by this act. 
I hope the committee may find it consistent to go along 
with me a little further and say that if that provision does 
not serve to hold the price at the 5-year level, and if, as a 
matter of fact, the importation of agricultural products does 
have the effect of depressing the market below the 5-year 
average, then such importation shall be limited to the extent 
necessary to hold the price at the 5-year level. After all, 
what we are all trying to do is to get for the farmer in every 
branch of agriculture a decent living price for his product 
without unnecessarily boosting it too high for the consumer 
to pay, yet at the same time guaranteeing to the farmer 
some reasonable return. 

I can certainly see no logical reason why we should not 
limit the importation of farm products if such importation 
is having the effect of lowering the price which our farmers 
receive. In other words, let us first protect our own farm
el'S. Let us preserve the American market for the Amer
ican farmer. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 
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Mr. WILCOX. I yield to the gentleman from MississippL 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. I am wondering if the sugar legis

lation passed at the last session and at previOl.ZS sessions has 
benefited the sugar growers of the gentleman's district? 

Mr. WILCOX. I should like to discuss that matter, but 
my time has expired. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HANcOCK of North Carolina: on page 

23, strike out the colon after the word "tobacco" in line 5, insert 
a semicolon, and add the following: "and the needs of the family 
for which the allotment is made." 

Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina rose. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from North 

Carolina will permit, I wonder if there are many amend
ments to this section of the bill. We have spent about 3 
hours on the tobacco provision. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I have two amendments 
to offer. ·· 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may state to the gentleman 
from Texas that there are about six amendments pending 
at the desk now. 

Mr .. GREEN. I have several amendments, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate on this part of the title and all amendments 
thereto close in 40 minutes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, does the gentleman mean to include the 
entire tobacco title? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. There are. six amend

ments pending at the Clerk's desk and I have two amend
ments to offer. It seems to me we could well let the time 
run along for 10 or 15 minutes before making such a request. 

Mr. JONES. We spent considerable time the other day 
on the tobacco provisions and I do not believe there are 
many controversial matters left. 

Mr. GREEN. On my four or five amendments I want 15 
minutes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. If the gentleman will ex
tend the time 10 minutes I shall not object. 

Mr. JONES. Then I shall modify my request, Mr. Chair
man, and ask unanimous consent that the debate close in 
50 minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani
mous consent that all debate on this part of the bill, being 
the tobacco title, and all amendments thereto, close in 50 
minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman and 

members of the Committee, the pw·pose of this amendment 
should and will be readily understood and, I am sure, meet 
with the unanimous approval of the Committee. In view of 
this fact I do not feel that it is necessary to consume any 
time in discussing its merits. Before o1Iering the amend
ment I submitted it to members of the tobacco subcommittee, 
and I am authorized to say that it met with their unanimous 
approval. With this amendment subsection (b) of section 
305, which is the guide or standard for the allotment of 
marketing quotas to individual farmers, would read as fol
lows: 

The Secretary shall provide, through local committees of fann
ers, for the allotment of the marketing quota for any State (less 
the amounts to be allotted under subsection (c) of this section) 
among the farms upon which tobacco is produced, on the basis 
of the following: Past marketing of tobacco; land, labor, and 
equipment available for the production of tobacco; CJ.:Op-rotation 
practices; the soil and other physical factors affecting the produc
tion of tobacco; and the needs of the family for which the 
allotment 1s made. 

Since it is generally conceded that the word "labor" used 
above takes care of the size of the family, with this amend
ment a fair standard or formula seems to be complete. 

Though the particular amendment is directed solely toward 
tobacco marketing quotas, my judgment is that it should 
also be considered a factor with respect to marketing quotas 
on the other commodities. If this legislation is to be effec
tive in accomplishing its desirable purposes, which have been 
clearly presented during the consideration of this bill, it is 
absolutely essential that the allocation and size of each mar
keting quota, when it becomes necessary to invoke them to 
prevent ruinous prices, shall be as fair and equitable as it is 
humanly possible to make them. Though the old A. A. A. 
program was a lifesaver to a large majority of the growers 
in our country, we know that in its administration ·many 
inequities and abuses existed. By and large, however, when 
one considers the gigantic undertaking involved and the fact 
that it was a novel emergency measure, little complaint could 
be justified. With the experience that we gained from its 
administration we can now take precautions and place safe
guards in this measure which will insure their elimination. 

It will also be my purpose, when we reach page 77 of the 
bill, to offer another very important and constructive amend
ment to section 382, known as the publicity amendment, 
reading as follows: 

On page 77, after the period in line 19, insert the following: ''The 
farm marketing quota for tobacco established for farms in a county 
or other local administrative area shall be made available for public 
inspection by posting in a public place in each township atrected 
the following information: The name of the farmer, the number of 
tenants and sharecroppers, 1! any, the total cultivated acreage 1n 
the farm. the allotment made, and the percentage of the total culti
vated land allotted to tobacco. Additional certified copies of this 
information shall be kept available 1n the om.ce of the county agri
cultural agent." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I understand those who have 
studied the tobacco question are agreeable to this amendment, 
·and I ask for a vote. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN: On page 22, 1n line 22, strike 

out the period and insert a colon and the following: "PTcn>ided, 
That the 1937 acreage planted shall be the basts of quota in any 
State which produced less than 1 percent of the national quota 
during the past 5-year period." 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 10 minutes on this amendment. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from Florida that, as the gentleman knows, debate has been 
limited to 50 minutes. Of course the Chair will state the 
gentleman's request. 

The gentleman from Florida asks unanimous consent that 
he may proceed for 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN. I have five amendments and I will use 10 
minutes on this amendment. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I may say 
to the gentleman there are others here who have amend
ments who are members of the committee; and if the gen
tleman is going to consume one-fifth or more of the time 
fixed, there will not be very much time left for others·. 

Mr. JONES. May I ask the gentleman from Florida how 
many amendments he has to offer? 

Mr. GREEN. I have five amendments, and I would like 
to have at least 10 minutes now. · 

Mr. JONES. Would the gentleman be satisfied to discuss 
all five amendments in the 10 minutes? 

Mr. GREEN. I will discuss all of them now if I may have 
3 minutes later to close. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that would be 
fair to the other members of the committee, and I therefore 
object. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I have gone along all the 
time with these farm bills, realizing that the farmers of 
our Nation have to have purchasing power with which to 
buy the goods of the factories. The 30,000,000 people on the 
farms are entitled to first consideration by the Congress. 

It happens that the provisions of this bill carry no bene
fits for the people of my district, but, on the contrary, we 
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are severely penalized. The only product mentioned in this 
bill raised in my district is :flue-cured tobacco. We have 
been growing :flue-cured tobacco in Florida-for the last 25 
or 30 years. Under the provisions of this bill over the 5-year 
period Florida would be cut in its quota from 15,000 acres in 
1937 to about 7,500 or 8,000 acres for 1938. The Department 
of Agriculture will add some to this under new area provi
sion and 5-percent new growers' provision of the bill. 

In my district, during the past 5 years we have estab
lished a tobacco market and built three tobacco warehouses, 
at Live Oak, in the center of Florida's tobacco belt. We 
now have under construction three additional warehouses. 

·These warehouses are being built by tobacco growers and 
not by corporations. They are being built partly by one-, 
two-, three-, and four-plow tobacco growers. If this bill is 
passed in its present form, they will have to discontinue 
the building of these barns and will have to discontinue pre
paring their lands for the growing of tobacco. 

Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREEN. A little later. I might say that the soil is 

already turned and in some instances the tobacco beds are 
ready for planting next month, in order that they may plant 
their tobacco. in February and March. In my State tobacco 
is produced 2 or 3 months earlier than in the other States. 
It happens that ·our tobacco is superior. It-brings 3 cents 

a pound more than any :flue-cured tobacco in the United 
States. It is not in fact competitive with :flue-cured tobacco 
grown in other parts of the United States because it is of a 
higher quality. If we reduce our acreage to seven and a half 
thousand acres instead of 15,000, we will put back on the 
relief rolls several thousand bona fide tobacco farmers in my 
district. I want you gentlemen to consider whether or not 
that is fair. My State during the past 20 years has pro
duced less than one-half of 1 percent of the flue-cured 
tobacco in the United States. During the past 5-year period 
it has produced less than three-quarters of 1 percent. On 
the other hand, States like North Carolina, under the provi
sions of this bill are given over 68 percent of the :flue-cured 
tobacco in the United States. Is it right, is it just, to put 
my farmers on the relief rolls when they make less than 
1 percent of the tobacco in the Nation, and give North 
Carolina a monopoly upon :flue-cured tobacco in the United 
States? I ask you to adopt the amendment. 

From the table which I hold in my hand, it will be noted 
that in 1937 North Carolina produced 569,790,000 pounds of 
tobacco. They grew 661,000 acres, while in my State this sea
son we grew 13,000 acres and produced 10,920,000 pounds. 
For the -information of the Committee, the acreages and 
pounds produced in the various States by year for the past 10 
years are as follows: 

Tobacco, .flue-cured: Acreage_ -harvested.. and production- bg States, 1928-37· 

Virginia North Carolina South Carolina Georgia . Florida United State3 

t Preliminary. Acreage estimate as of July 1, 1937, and production estimate as of Nov. 1, 1937. 
Compiled from reports of the Bureau of Agricultural Economies. Dec. 2, 1937. 

The situation in my district will be exceedingly acute if 
by this bill you should reduce substantially the acreage of 
tobacco grown. I have received numbers of protests and 
pleas from my constituents, urging that we be permitted to 
grow in Florida at least as much acreage of flue-cured 
tobacco as we produced in 1937. Here is a letter just re
ceived from Hon. T. T. Scott, of Live Oak, Fla. Live Oak is 
in the heart of the tobacco belt of Florida, and Mr. Scott 
speaks well for the tobacco growers of my district. This 
morning I received the letter from him, in part, as follows: 

I have just read the copy of the tobacco bill. It is very unfair 
and unjust to our Florida producers of tobacco. If such a bill is 
passed we cannot expect over seven or eight thousand acres. We 
have worked hard to build this industry and now have three addi
tional warehouses under construction. We are also promised 
additional buyers if we have sufilcient acreage as last year. This 
is a new industry with us and needs your best support. -If this 
bill is passed you will take thousands from farming and put them 
back on relief. I don't believe this bill will help a single farmer 
and it will hurt them all. It is vicious and certainly should be 
fought with all your might. I cannot see how you can legally 
legislate against a farmer making a living. Our people don't want 
relief, but an opportunity to work and live. Such legislation as 
this has started other countries to producing commodities we 
should be exporting. 

A large number of other telegrams and letters contain in 
the main the same substance as Mr. Scott's letter . . It occurs 
to me that it is a shortsighted policy for the Congress to 
cut down on the acreage of tobacco in my State and throw 
bona fide tobacco farmers on the relief roll. It also ob
viously is unjust and unfair and undemocratic to give by 
legislation a monopoly to North Carolina to grow :flue-cured 
tobacco. It is an unsound policy. In Florida we have a 
limited acreage of the finest tobacco soil in the world. Our 

climatic conditions there are more favorable for :flue-cured 
tobacco than that of any State in the Union. We are not 
asking for expansion of our tobacco acreage, but we are 
asking to be treated fairly and to be given as much acreage 
as we had during the present season. 

I ask this for the substantial reason that our Florida 
:flue-cured tobacco is not in fact competitive with other :flue
cured tobacco. It is used to wrap plug tobacco and to go 
in high-grade cigarettes. The additional three or four thou
sand acres which I am asking for my State will not in fact 
be felt by any of the other tobacco-growing States. It will 
be absorbed by a market which is not really open to the 
lower grades of :flue-cured tobacco. In the main, tobacco in 
:F,lorida is grown by small farmers-one-, two-, and three-. 
mule farmers. - They have ·built their barns during the past· 
4 or 5 years,-particularly during the past 2 years, and have 
made arrangements to grow' tobacco. They have their in
vestment in these little barns and in machinery with which 
to grow tobacco. If -their acreage is reduced or destroyed 
entirely, their investments will be practically lost. It is un
American to treat ·them that way. They.have no other cash 
crop to turn to. The limited number of acres which could 
ever be converted to tobacco production in Florida is so 
small until, even if all shoUld be absorbed, it would not be a 
drop in the bucket. I urge that the amendment be agreed to: 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Florida has expired. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment, if 
adopted, will disregard the whole philosophy of this bill. 
Florida, under the bill, stands upon the same footing as any 
other State; and, as a matter of fact. we have been more 
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than fair with respect to new tobacco territory. 'l1le gen
tleman claims that his farmers will be put upon the relief 
rolls, when, tmder the terms of this bill, we set aside 5 per
cent of the national quota for new growers and to take care 
of small growers. Five percent of the national quota of 
fi.ue-cured tobacco will be around 35,000,000 pounds. That 
will be distributed among new territory and among the 
·small tobacco growers. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Not now. 
Mr. GREEN. The gentleman knows that it will not go 

to Florida. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Florida will get its equal percentage 

of that allotment. We merely ask that all States of this 
Union remain upon the same footing and that no special 
concessions be granted Florida or any other State. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I hope the effect of this amendment will be 
thoroughly understood. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GREEN] has, I think he said, five amendments in all, which 
he will offer to this bill. The effect of this particular amend
ment is to give to the State of Florida the peak of their 
production in the year 1937 as a base. When the tobacco 
growers of North Carolina and other States of the Union 
were going along with the soil-conservation program and 
diversifying their crops in an effort to conserve their soil 
and to prevent a surplus which always brings about ruinously 
low prices, the tobacco growers in Florida, according to the 
statement made by the gentleman offering this amendment, 
have just about doubled their production. He stands here 
before this membership today begging you to protect the 
tobacco growers of Florida and in the same breath admitting 
to you that while tobacco farmers of other sections have been 
striving to prevent a surplus, farmers in his State have been 
doing their dead level best to defeat their efforts and build 
up tobacco acreage in Flori4a. Tobacco growing in Florida 
was not heard of a few years ago. 

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. Not now. Within the last 3 or 4 years 

they have gone into the tobacco-growing business. The 
gentleman also has another amendment, the effect of which 
is to give Florida flue-cured tobacco, a new type and a 
name and number; he suggests No. 15; something that here
tofore has not been beard of and has not been recognized 
by the Department which designated the other types and 
gave them numbers. The effect of that amendment ulti
mately will be, as my friend from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN] 

has suggested, to set up a separate tobacco kingdom for 
Florida, and to let them grow and market all of the flue
cured tobacco they want to grow, while we are controlling the 
marketing of the same type of tobacco in other sections. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairma~ will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Not now. Further, he asks you not to put 
the Florida tobacco grower on the relief rolls. I remind 
you of the fact that they were not growing tobacco in 
F'lorida when in years gone by we stood on the tobacco mar
kets in eastern North Carolina and saw farmers stand 
there on the auction warehouse floor as their crops were 
sold for nothing and weep and cry because of the low prices 
they were receiving and because they did not have money 
with which to feed and clothe their families. We have 
been through the ordeal and we know what it is to have a 
surplus piled up upon us, yet here we hear from Florida this 
great cry to keep their farmers off the relief rolls. Should 
they be given preferred treatment when they have done 
their dead level best to destroy the tobacco programs we 
have undertaken in the past? 

Mr. HENDRICKS_. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Not now. The records show that they 
have done that, and the gentleman is coming here now and 
asking that they be given permission to increase their pro
duction from three-quarters of 1 percent to 1 percent, or 
e:1 ir:crease of 25 percent in production. 

Mr. GREEN. Were we not under the A. A. A., the same as 
you were? 

Mr. COOLEY. And as soon as you got out from under the 
A. A. A. you did your best to break down all other programs. 

Mr. GREEN. Did you not grow 90 percent more than we 
did then? 

Mr. COOLEY. We have been growing tobacco all through 
the years ever since Sir Walter Raleigh came to this country. 

Mr. GREEN. And you grew more in proportion than we 
did. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not yield further, Mr. Chairman. 
The gentleman from Florida talks about farmers building 
tobacco warehouses. From his speech I could not ten 
whether he knows what a tobacco warehouse is or not. To
bacco warehouses are not built by fanners. They are built 
by warehousemen who are operating auction sales. I sup
pose he was talking about tobacco barns, curing barns, when 
he says, "My farmers are building warehouses." Yes; that 
is what we want to stop your farmers and our farmers from 
doing-building more barns to cure more surplus tobacco, 
and building auction warehouses in new areas. 

Until the A. A. A. came into effect there was not a single 
tobacco warehouse in the whole sunny State of Florida, and 
the gentleman from Florida knows it. 

My friends, tobacco is the living of the people of eastern 
North Carolina, Kentucky, Virginia, and other places, they 
have been brought up in the business. Their fathers and 
their grandfathers have cultivated tobacco through the years. 
Now Florida is here asking for "special" treatment. Why 
should we give them special treatment, which, as the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN] has suggested, is con
trary to the very philosophy of this bill? It is not justified 
by any fair or just rule of treatment, and I hope the amend
ment will not be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] has expired. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY], who so ably represents the tobacco sections of his 
State and other States, has made a most forceful argument 
for the preservation of tobacco growing in the historic parts 
of this country, where they have been working for the last 
100 years to establish a type of high quality tobacco to be 
sold to the American people and to people in other sections 
of the world. I commend him for his fight to save the to
bacco growers of his section. 

I also want to thank him for the splendid argument he 
has made in behalf of the dairy industry of this country. 
We of the dairy sections are putting up the same fight to 
save the dairy farmers in the historic sections of the United 
States. The very complaint that the gentleman is making 
about the people in the State of Florida will prevail in our 
section. We have worked for 40, 50, yea 60 years, to build 
up the dairy industry in 10 or more States of this Union. 
Now, by one piece of legislation, my friend from North Caro
lina is joining with others to try and break down the dairy 
industry in its historic sections, and now he comes in here 
asking the Members of this House to save the tobacco in
dustry for his State. He desires by legislation to stop the 
farmers of Florida from growing tobacco, so that his farmers 
may have a monopoly as well as a subsidy. 

I believe the gentleman is correct in his philosophy, but 
we cannot stop the Florida farmers from producing tobacco 
if they do so in a normal manner and without Government 
subsidy, nor do we ask in the dairy sections that the dairy 
farmers be given any subsidy. [Applause.] We do not 
want to have any encroachment by the Federal Govern
ment to adv-a.nce the dairy industry throughout the United 
States, in the southern sections, by the payment of a direct 
Subsidy. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I cannot yield. But the 

gentleman has made one of the finest arguments I have 
ever heard. 
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· Mr. COOLEY. I was going to ask if you did not know 

that we have set apart 5 percent of the national quota? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I am sorry I cannot yield. 
Now, one other word. I have a very good friend, also a 

member of our committee, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
FLANNAGAN] who is equally interested in preserving the to
bacco areas in this country and for his section. On Tues
day last he took occasion to pay a very high compliment to 
me. He not only dissected, bisected, and castigated my 
name, but also took the pains to severely criticize the kind 
of tobacco which I use. I feel highly honored for the refer
ence which he made by giving the meaning of my first name, 
I suppose from information gained from some international 
dictionary. Since last week I have investigated to find out 
just what type of tobacco the farmers and the people of ~m
nesota buy and use. I was astounded to learn from the 
facts furnished me that a large part of the tobacco that 
we use in Minnesota and in the Northwest comes from the 
gentleman's district. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I am glad to know you have such dis
criminating taste. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I thank the gentleman 
very much. I thought it was good tobacco, but when the 
gentleman referred to me in his remarks on that day, he 
said that my only knowledge of tobacco was the cheap 
cheroots that I smoked. To my JLStonishment I found that 
these cheap cheroots came from the gentleman's district. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Will the gentleman yield? · We do not 
make cheroots in my district. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. But they are made from 
your tobacco, nevertheless. Then, observing the gentleman 
and the type of tobacco he smoked, I was dumfounded to 
find that he smoked tobacco that came from the district of 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEYJ. [Laugh
ter and applause.] 

Still the gentleman from Virginia desires to sell his 
tobacco to the farmers and others in the State of Minne
sota because we do not raise any. We shall continue to 
lise your tobacco, my friend, because we think it is very 
good and we want to help the gentleman's district. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. No, I am· sorry; I cannot 
yield. We want to help the gentleman preserve the tobacco 
business in his section. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Florida. 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota and Mr. GREEN rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN], a member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota: On page 25, 

beginning with line 22, strike out the language in lines 22 and 23 
and down to the word "shall" in line 24 and insert the following 
language: 

"SEc. 307 (a) . Any farmer who markets any tobacco in excess 
of the marketing quota for the farm." 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment relates to the penalty provision, which is found on 
page 25, line 22, section 307. At present the bill provides that 
the penalty shall be assessed against the buyer who know
ingly acquires tobacco from a farmer who sells bootleg or 
contraband tobacco; that is, tobacco over and above the 
marketing quota. Possibly it is a good way to secure com
pulsory control over the tobacco farmers by not having the 
penalty imposed upon them when they sell more than their 
allotted quota. It is obviously more popular to penalize the 
man who buys the tobacco. 

I notice that there are a good many here from the cot
ton and tobacco sections who were very ready and willing 
to vote a penalty upon the com and wheat farmers. 

My amendment simply seeks uniformity and to have the 
tobacco farmer subjected to the same penalty the other 
farmers are in the case of com and wheat. 

The bill provides that the buyer of tobacco shall be 
assessed a penalty of 50 percent of the value of the tobacco 
which he buys knowing that the farmer is not allowed to 
sell it. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield for a brief ques

tion. 
Mr. COOLEY. I just want to call attention to the fact 

that the buyer is authorized to deduct that amount from 
the seller. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I understand that; but 
the gentleman can realize full well that there will be a good 
many farmers who will bootleg their tobacco and sell it to 
some unsuspecting buyer. No buyer can know in detail as 
to every transaction whether it is bootleg or contraband 
tobacco. 

A referendum is provided in the tobacco section of the 
bill This control can be put into effect with reference to 
tobacco whenever the farmers wish it. I think the tobacco 
farmers will be unanimous to put the control provision into 
effect, because no penalty is assessed against the farmers; 
the farmers are voting to place the penalty only against 
the buyer. 

Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Surely. 
Mr. UMSTEAD. Does the gentleman understand the pre

vailing method of selling tobacco by tobacco farmers? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes; I understand it. I 

am sorry, but I cannot yield further. 
Mr. UMSTEAD. · Will the gentleman .then say, with the 

knowledge he has of that system, that it is possible under 
the language of this bill for the farmer to sell tobacco over 
and above this quota without having to pay the penalty? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Absolutely. A farmer 
can market his tobacco to anyone, and if the buyer does not 
know that it is contraband tobacco the sale goes on Without 
any difficulty. 

Mr. UMSTEAD. I am inclined to doubt that the gentle
man understands the methods prevailing in the sale of 
tobacco. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Well, I cannot under
stand what the auctioneer says; nobody can; but I am very 
familiar with the system, because my distinguished col
leagues, the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. CooLEY, 
and the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. FLANNAGAN, explained 
it in detail in connection with their problems. 

Mr. UMSTEAD. If the gentleman had grown and sold 
tobacco he would understand the auctioneer. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
yield further. 

If we wanted to be fair about this control legislation and 
keep the record straight, we would make all the farmers · 
subject to the same regulations. If the cotton, wheat. and 
com farmer is to be subject to a penalty, surely the tobacco 
farmer should be subject to a like penalty. My amendment 
seeks only for uniformity throughout the bill, and I hope, 
therefore, that it will be adopted to clarify the legislation 
and to put every farmer in this country on an equal basis. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I am now firmly convinced that the gentle

man from Minnesota knows very little about the tobacco 
business. 

The reason we placed the penalty upon the purchaser was 
for the purpose of simplifying the mechanics of the bill. 
Practically all the tobacco sold in this country is sold upon 
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the tobacco-warehouse floor. The grower goes there with a 
card upon which his quota is written, and the buyer knows 
exactly how much tobacco the seller can legally dispose of 
without subjecting himself to the penalty. It is easy enough 
for him to spot the man who is trying to bootleg tobacco. 
It simplifies the mechanics of the bill, that is all This ques
tion has been carefully considered by all the tobacco repre
sentatives in the House and they are together on the penalty 
provision as it simplifies the mechanics of the act. 

I certainly hope the membership of the House will follow 
the recommendation of the Representatives from the tobacco 
sections, who have agreed that the penalty should be put 
upon the purchaser in order to simplify the mechanics of the 
bill, as I previously stated. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gentleman from North 

Carolina. 
Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman call attention to the 

fact that by the language of the bill itself, although the 
penalties are imposed upon the buyer, by the same act the 
buyer is authorized to deduct the amount of the penalty 
from the price which would otherwise be paid for the 
tobacco? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Oh, yes. The purchaser does not 
really subject himself to the penalty because he can take 
care of himself by making the proper deduction in settling 
with the tobacco grower. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that the tobacco is pur
chased by comparatively few purchasers? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Very few. 
Mr. COOLEY. If we were to undertake to impose the 

penalty upon the farmer, it would result in a multiplicity of 
lawsuits in the district courts? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Yes. The gentleman has assisted in 
working out this bill and knows we have simply resorted to 
a little common sense in working out the· mechanics of the 
bill. We have tried to simplify the administration of the bill 
in every way. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair is desirous of protecting the 

rights of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GREEN] and in
tends to do so. The gentleman from Florida has two amend
ments pending. If the gentleman from Florida requests 
recognition now it is doubtful whether he can get recognition 
later. 

Mr. GREEN. If I can secure recognition later, I am 
satisfied. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which 

I send to the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN: Page 22, line 22, strike out the 

period at the end of the line and insert in lieu thereof a colon and 
the following: "Provided, That any marketing quota for flue-cured 
tobacco for the State of Florida for the 1938-39 marketing year 
shall not be less than 75 percent of the production of tlue-cured 
tobacco therein in 1937." 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, it seems unfair that in con
nection with a bill of such vital importance to my State I 
may have only 10 minutes to discuss a proposed amendment. 
I requested 10 minutez awhile ago, but the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture objected. I have not spoken on 
this bill up to the present time because the tobacco section 
is what I am primarily interested in. The members of the 
Committee on Agriculture have consumed practically all of 
the time in the last 2 or 3 days. The State of North Caro
lina has a Member on the committee from the tobacco 
section; Virginia has a Member; Tennessee has a Member; 
and then the chairman of that committee objects to my 
having 10 minutes in which to discuss an amendment. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREEN. I will a little later. 

If this is an open forum of lawmaking for the American 
people, are you surprised that when a State bas a monopoly 
upon the growing of one necessity or one commodity it would 
prepare the steam roller and roll it so viciously over a minor
ity as they are rolling it over Florida in connection with this 
tobacco quota? Mr. Chairman, I have served in this House 
for 13 years and I have never heretofore seen the steam 
roller so well organized and greased so as to crush the mi
nority and annihilate the interests of the American consumer 
in connection with a so-called farm bill so that two or three 
States may have a monopoly in cotton, one a monoply in 
flue-cured tobacco, two a· monopoly in burley tobacco, and 
two or three a monopoly on wheat. 

Is it fair? Will it hold water?· Do you believe It is right? 
I am not surprised that the gentleman from North Carolina 
should be so well informed on tobacco. Last year his State 
made 661,000 acres of tobacco. My State made 15,000 acres. 
Under the proposed plan, North Carolina will get 68 percent 
and more of the national quota on tobacco and my State 
about three-fourths of 1 percent. Yes, I know the dif
ference between a warehouse and a barn. 

My warehouses are to be emptied. My people are to go 
on relief. My :fields that have been broken up for the · 
planting of tobacco today will lie idle, and my people will 
go on the relief rolls. Mr. Chairman, the American Con
gress can never legislate without giving due consideration to 
the consumers of America. • I am surprised and I hope the 
gentlemen of the Agricultural Committee will accept my 
amendment which gives my State only 75 percent of what 
we had in 1937. 

It is true that the administrators under the Department of 
Agriculture will have the power to give Florida 12,000 acres 
of tobacco under existing provisions of the bill, but it would 
be far better to actually write in the law that Florida will 
have at least 75 percent of the acreage for 1938 that it had 
in 1937. This will in no way upset, alter, or materially 
change the tobacco program. In fact, I am depending upon 
the Department officials to allocate to Florida at least 90 
percent of the 1937 acreage. This amendment will guar
antee to Florida some 12,000 acres of tobacco. It is only 
fair and just and if we are to have reduction in acreage in 
Florida, we surely should not have a greater, in proportion, 
than that of other tobacco-growing States. Tobacco grow
ers from North Carolina have migrated to Florida and are 
growing tobacco there because the soil and general living 
conditions are better. It is obviously unfair to penalize 
them and to cause their tobacco lands to lie idle on account 
of compulsory Federal farm legislation. I urge that the 
amendment be adopted. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to have it clearly understood 

that the tobacco provisions of this bill were not drafted by 
the gentleman from Virginia, th~ gentleman from Tennes
see, or the gentleman from North Carolina. Before the last 
session of Congress adjourned, when it appeared that a 
farm bill would prol;>ably not be brought before tbe House, 
we called together the Congressmen from every district in 
the United States in which tobacco is grown. Members from 
Florida, Georgia, Virginia, North Carolina and South Caro
lina, as well as from other districts in the United States at
tended these meetings. If any Member of the House in 
whose district tobacco is grown was not invited to attend 
these meetings, then I do not know that Member. These 
men came from Kentucky, Tennessee, and other places, as 
I have stated, and we had Members there from Florida. If 
I am not mistaken, the distinguished gentleman from Flor
ida who has just spoken attended some of the meetings. 

We sat down to write a bill, not to give any section or any 
State a monopnly on tobacco growing, but a bill which would 
do justice to all sections. We put a provision in the bill, 
which appears on page 23-, which sets apart in subsection 
(c) 5 percent of the national marketing quota to be divided 
among the farms on which for the first time in 5 years to-
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bacco-has been produced. I suppose that will include about 
every tobacco farm in Florida. 

Second, we have a provision for a further increase of allot
ments to small farms, mentioned in the proviso in subsection 
(b), so that 5 percent of the national marketing quota has 
been set apart for new areas and new growers, and small 
growers. You can clearly see that under this bill there is no 
effort to freeze the growing of tobacco. 

Under this provision the small growers and the new 
growers in Florida will receive a great benefit from this 5 
percent of the national marketing quota which has been set 
apart. In my section of the country we have small growers, 
of course, and there will be requests for allotments from the 
5 percent. However, all the Members who worked on this 
bill have the feeling that with the 5 percent set apart every
body can be satisfied in the new areas and at the same time 
_the small growers will be protected. 

Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina. · The gentleman will re
call that when we began consideration of the bill at this 
session this percentage was only 3 percent, and the tobacco 
group raised it to 5 percent. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is correct. If I am not 
mistaken the gentleman from Florida was in the meeting 
when this amendment was agreed to. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRl\tiAN. The question is on the amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Florida. 
The question was taken, and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. GREEN) there were-ayes 11, noes 57. 
So t:!:le amendment was rejected. 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN: Page 22, line 15, strike out 

the word "five", and also strike out the word "years" and insert 
1n lieu thereof the word "year." 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment would es
tablish the 1937 acreage as the basis for these quotas. 

THE TOBACCO QUOTAS 

Apportionment of assumed quotas based strictly on 1937 
production would be: 

State 

Florida __ ----------------------
Georgia ________ ------------ ___ _ 
South Carolina_---------------North Carolina _______________ _ 
Virginia _______________________ _ 

Percent 650,000,000 
pounds 

1. 31 8, 515, 000 
9. 20 59, 800, 000 

12. 73 82, 745, 000 
68. 18 443, 170, ()()() 
8. 58 55, 770, ()()() 

675,000,000 700,000,000 
pounds pounds 

8, 842, 500 9, 170, 000 
62, 100, 000 64, 400, 000 
85, 927, 500 89, 110, 000 

460, 215, 000 4 77, 260, 000 
57, 915, 000 60, 000, 000 

TotaL------------------- 100.00 -------------- ------------- ------------

I believe it is fair in cotton, it is fair in com and wheat, · 
and it is fair in tobacco, where people have embarked upon 
the growth of some farm commodity. If you are going to 
have a farm bill-and I hope you want it, if this is the one 
you are going to have-then you ought to have the 1937 
acreage as your basis. 

What about the men in California who grow a little long
staple cotton? You are going to dump them out in the 
street under this bill. How about the producers in Florida? 
I have a letter I received today from a tobacco grower in 
my State, saying that in his county alone this bill will put 
500 farmers on the relief roll. I fully appreciate the fact 
that in North Carolina and Virginia one single grower may 
sometimes have 800 or 900 acres in tobacco. You are legis
lating now to give him 800 or 900 acres but to give Florida 
only approximately 8,000 acres. The bill gives one-half 
dozen North Carolina farmers more than the three or four 
thousand acres I am asking for Florida. Is this democracy? 
Is this fair? Is this the kind of a farm bill you call farm _ 
relief? How abaut the situation in California and Arizona, 

where cotton is grown, and where you are reducing their 
production 60 percent and smothering down this new terri
tory? Yes, I was in the conference referred to by my col
league, and we had the three committee members writing the 
bill as they wanted it. They wrote it, and now they are 
going to pass it, with one group joining another group, rail
roading it through, trading and trafficking, cotton with 
wheat. and wheat with com. 

How about the consumers? The people of my State buy 
corn, they buy wheat, they buy cotton, and they buy rice. 
I am speaking for the consumers of my State. Under the 
provisions of this bill they are penalized 25 percent in the 
cost of everything they buy which is grown on the farm and 
included in this bill. You refuse to give me 4,000 acres of 
tobacco, and would rather give it to North Carolina or Vir
ginia or some of those States which reach out with a greedy 
hand to preserve their monopoly. . 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREEN. I will yield a little later. 
You can never legislate sanely and safely and in a demo

cratic way unless you write a farm bill which will apply to 
all farm sections equally. This bill does not do so, because 
it lets 40 percent of my farm land or tobacco land lie idle, 
while it lets about 5 or 6 percent lie idle in some tobacco 
States. This is wrong and unfair. I urge you to vote for 
the amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

th«:; amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, this is just another effort to obtain a spe

cial concession for the State of Florida. As far as I can see, 
the gentleman's argument with reference to the consumer 
has no application here. It is immaterial to the consumer 
whether tobacco is produced in Texas, North Dakota. Maine, 
Florida, Virginia, or Kentucky. 

Mr. GREEN. The Department is in favor of this amend- . 
ment. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. The Department is not in favor of 
this amendment. The Department of Agriculture approves 
section 305 as drawn. When you come to allocating State 
quotas, you take the preceding 5 years• average. If you 
adopt the amendment of the gentleman from Florida, what 
would happen? Florida could stay out of the tobacco pro
gram in 1938 and increase its acreage 1,000 percent in 1938. 

Mr. GREEN. Oh, no; it would reduce it. It would reduce 
the same as you. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. It could then come in the next year, 
1939, under the terms of the amendment, if adopted, and get 
its allocation based upon an increase of 1,000 percent in its 
acreage. That is what Florida could do. 

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman wants to be accurate, does 
he not? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. That is a fact. _That is just what the 
gentleman's amendment does. I do not have further time 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN. I know, but the gentleman ought to give 
them the facts. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I am giving them the facts. 
Mr. GREEN. The gentleman knows we cannot increase 

our acreage any more than you can. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. All we are asking is that all the States 

be placed upon the same footing, and this is what the bill 
does. We have figured it out in an equitable manner. We 
have been mighty liberal in the bill to new growers and small · 
growers. 

Florida, under the bill fares just like the other States. 
The provision applying to new growers is applicable to 
Florida and to every other State in the Union. You raiSe 
flue-cured tobacco in Florida. The normal production of 
flue-cured tobacco is around 700,000,000 pounds, which gives 
the Secretary, under the 5-percent provision, some 35,000,000 
pounds to divide each year among new growers and small 
growers. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amendment be voted down. 
The amendment was rejected. 
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The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired on the tobacco 

title. Are there any further amendments to this title? If 
not, the Clerk will read. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to page 10 for the purpose of disposing of pending 
amendment, known as the Tarver amendment. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to substitute for the amendment of mine, which is pending, 
an amendment to which the chairman of the committee has 
agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks 
unanimous consent to withdraw his pending amendment, so 
that he may offer a new amendment. 

Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia offers an 

amendment which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk reads as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TARVER: On page 10, line 19, after the 

word "relationship", strike out the period, insert a colon, and the 
following proviso: "Provided, That such change shall in no event 
be approved 1!, in the judgment of the committee, the major 
objective of the landlord in making it is to efiect an increase in 
his benefits." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I see no objection to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my colleague, 

the gentleman from Texas I:Mr. MAHoN] I offer an amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MAHoN of Texas: Page 10, line 17, 

after the period insert the following: "Any reduction in the num
ber of tenants over the average number of tenants on any farm 
durin~ the preceding 3 years that would increase the payments or 
grants of other aid under such subsection to the landlord that 
would otherwise be made shall not hereafter operate to increase 
any such payment or grant to such landlord." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this is an additional provi
sion that would use the 3-year average on the number of 
tenants. It would simply add an additional provision which 
is a further restriction. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Does this change the total 

amount any producer may receive? 
Mr. JONES. No; this amendment has nothing to do with 

that matter. 
Mr. WHITI'INGTON. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 

from Texas will yield, I would like to ask if the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FuL
MER] was ever voted on or if it was adopted. I would like 
the REcoRD to show the fact in that respect. 

Mr. FOLMER. Yes; that amendment was adopted. 
Mr. WID'I"I'INGTON. I do not think so. I believe the 

amendment is still pending. 
Mr. JONES. Let us vote on the pending amendment now. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHoN]. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. WID! IINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 

whether the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. FuLMER] to section 10 is pending? My 
recollection is the amendment was not adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is informed there is no such 
amendment pending at the desk. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
consider now section 5 and take up the Lucas amendment. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Do I understand the gen
tleman from nlinois [Mr. LucAS] is going to offer his amend
ment now? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
LucAS] has an amendment pending to section 5 at page 10. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to inform the 
gentleman from Texas that here is an amendment pending 

offered by the gentleman from Texas l:Mr. MAHoN] to 
section 4. 

Mr. JONES. I understand the gentleman is willing to 
Withdraw that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment is 
withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Dlinois 

[Mr. LucAS] has an amendment pending to section 5, and 
I ask unanimous consent to return to that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 

LucAs] offers an amendment to section 5, which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LuCAS: Page 10, Hne 24, strike out 

lines 24 and 25 on page 10 and lines 1 to 22, inclusive, on page 11, 
and insert in lieu thereof: "The funds available for payments · 
(after allowing for (estimated) administrative expenses, payments 
with respect to naval stores, and payments in Hawalt, Puerto Rico, 
and Alaska) shall be allocated among the commodities produced 
1n continental United States with respect to which payments or 
grants are to be computed. In allocating funds among the com
modities the Secretary shall take into consideration and give equal 
weight to (1) the average acreages of the various commodities for 
the 10 years immediately preceding the year with respect to which 
the payment 1s made, including an acreage of pasture which bears 
the same proportion to the acreage af all crops that the farm 
value of livestock and livestock products produced from pasture 
bears to the farm value of all crops; (2) the value at parity prices 
of the production from the allotted acreages of the various com
modities for the year with respect to which the payment 1s made, 
including with respect to pasture the value at parity prices of that · 
portion of livestock and livestock products produced from pasture; 
(3) the average acreage during the preceding 10 years in excess 
of the allotted acreage for the year with respect to whlch the 
payment is made; and (4) the value based on average prices for the 
preceding 10 years of the production of the excess acreage deter
mined under item (3). The rate of payment used in making pay
ments to the producers of each commodity shall be such that the 
estimated payments with respect to such commodity shall equal 
the amount of funds allocated to such commodity as herein pro
vided. For the purpose of allocating funds and computing pay
ments or grants the Secretary is authorized to consider as a com
modity a group of commodities or a regional or market classifi
cation of a commodity." 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota to the amend

ment of Mr. LucAS: In line 1 of the amendment strike out the 
words "for (estimated)" and insert in lieu thereof ''not to exceed 5 
percent for." 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman. I call the 
attention of the committee to the purpose of this amend
ment. During the fiscal year 1936-37, a 12-month period, 
the sum of $397,634,419.11 was used to carry out the soil
conservation program. Of this amount $40,313,451 was used 
for administrative expenses, or 10.14 percent of the total 
amount, leaving the farmers $357,320,000. It is difficult for 
me to believe that more than $40,000,000 was necessary for 
administration purposes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes. 
Mr. JONES. I call attention to the fact that in 1936 they 

practically had two programs, the carry-over of the old one 
and the new, and they had separate committees for each 
commodity, which I understand will not be true under the 
present bill. I think, therefore, the gentleman's amend
ment is all right, and if there is no objection to it, I am 
willing to agree with it. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. I am pleased that he feels that a cut should 
be made. But, let me point out what the adoption of this 
amendment means. The total amount if appropriated will 
be $500,000,000 under the Soil Conservation Act. Under my 
amendment, as the Chairman has agreed to it, not to exceed 
6 percent of this amount. or $25,000,000 may be used for 
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adnunistrative purposes. This in itself is a staggering figure, 
anci I am sure that if we did not limit the amount to 5 
percent of the total appropriation, the administrators could 
be counted upon to spend at least 10 percent or more in 
1938. 

The adoption of my amendment means that the farmers 
of the country will get $25,000,000 more for their benefit 
payments rather than having this sum used for additional 
expenses. This saving for the farmers plus the $25,000,000 
which was retained and saved for the farmers operating 
family-sized farms by the adoption of the amendment 
offered by me last week to limit the size of benefit payments 
to large operators, gives an additional amount of $50,000,000 
for the rank and file of farmers who actually live on and 
operate their own farms. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Min
neeota has expired. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word for the purpose of asking the chair
man a question in reference to the construction of the Lucas 
amendment. What effect will it have on the amount of 
money allocated for cotton? We have heard considerable 
discussion as to whether the Lucas amendment would reduce 
the amount allocated for cotton; realizing that the chairman 
of the committee has given much thought to this question 
and having a high regard for his opinion, I submit this query 
to him. 

Mr. JONES. Personally, so far as I have been able to study 
the amendment, I do not think there is any great difference 
in the effect of the two provisions. The Lucas amendment 
would make it a little more definite and certainly would not 
take anything from cotton. I am inclined to think the Lucas 
Emendment is probably preferable, althought I do not think, 
after going over them, there is much difference in the two. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. We have had some complaint 
in the past about the amcunt allocated for cotton being too 
small, and I wanted to be sure the amount would not be 
reduced by this amendment. It should be increased. 

~1r. JONES. I do not think that cotton will be adversely 
affect€ d. 

The CHAffi~1AN. The question is on agreeing to the 
cmendment to the amendm£nt. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LucAS], as 
amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman the suggested substitute for 

section 5 of H. R. 8505 provides that the funds available for 
conservation payments in the continental United States shall 
be allocated among the commodities and groups of com
modities produced in the United States. In making this 
allocation it is provided that one-fourth of the funds will be 
distributed among the commodities on the basis of the 
planted acreages of these commodities during the 10 years 
immediately preceding the year for which the allocation is 
made. Another one-fourth of the available funds would be 
prorated among the commodities on the basis of the parity 
value of the estimated production from the allotted acreages 
of the commodities. The remaining one-half of the pay
ment would be allocated to those commodities for which the 
allotted acreages are smaller than the average planted acre
ages during the preceding 10 years. Thus the allocation of 
one-half of the funds would be based on the sacrifices in
volved in meeting the acreage allotments or goals and would 
be apportioned on the basis of the number of acres of down
ward adjustment required in meeting the allotments and on · 
the basis of the value of the estimated production from these 
diverted acres. 

Assuming for purposes of illustration that $400,000,000 was 
available for payments, $100,000,000, or one-fourth, of this 
amount would be distributed on the basis of each of the 
four factors enumerated in the proposed amendment. With 
such an allotment of funds, the formula as it would apply 
to cotton, for example, may be illustrated as follows: During 

the past 10 years cotton acreage represented approximately 
8 percent of the total acreage of all agricultural commodi
ties, and therefore 8 percent, or $8,000,000, would be allo
cated to cotton under item No. 1. Assuming an acreage 
allotment of 30,000,000 acres, average yields for the past 5 
years, and parity prices, the value of cotton and cottonseed 
represents about 11 percent of the total value, similarly com
puted, for all agricultural products, and therefore 11 per
cent, or $11,000,000, would be allocated to cotton under item 
No. 2. In reaching a goal of 30,000,000 acres, a reduction 
of 7,385,000 acres would be required from the 10-year-
1927-36-average acreage. This represents 29.6 percent of 
the total reduction in acreage required in meeting assumed 
acreage allotments for all crops with respect to which the 
acreage allotments are smaller than the 10-year acreage. 
Therefore, $29,600,000 would be allocated to cotton under 
item No. 3. The value, based on average prices prevailing 
during the last 10 years, of the cotton which might reason
ably be expected from the 7,385,000 acres determined for 
cotton under item No. 3 represents 42.2 percent of the total 
value, similarly computed, of the normal production from 
the total acreage determined under item No. 3. Thus, $42,-
200,000 would be allocated to cotton under item No. 4. The 
total allocation to cotton, therefore, of the assumed $400,-
000,000 would be $90,800,000, or 22.7 percent of the total 

. funds assumed to be available. 
If the total amount of funds available were $500,000,000 

instead of $400,000,000, the allocation to cotton similarly 
determined would be $113,500,000, or 22.7 percent of the total 
available funds. 

Since the productivity of pasture varies widely from area 
to area, and also varies widely from the productivity of crop
land, it is necessary, in order to get data for pasture which 
are comparable to data with respect to cropland, to convert 
pasture into equivalent acreage units. This can best be done 
on the basis of the relative value of the products-that is, 
livestock and livestock products-produced from pasture to 
the value of other agricultural commodities. It is provided, 
therefore, in items 1 and 2, that the pasture acreage shall 
be reported in terms of an acreage equivalent determined on 
the basis of the ratio of the value of livestock and livestock 
products produced from pasture to the value of all other 
agricultural products. It is estimated that during the past 
10 years approximately 23.5 percent of the value of all agri
cultural products has been livestock and livestock products 
produced from pasture. Since livestock and livestock prod
ucts have been somewhat nearer to parity than farm crops, 
it is estimated that livestock and livestock products produced 
from pasture now represent a somewhat smaller percentage-
20.5 percent-of the total parity value of all agricultural 
products. 

Since in the case of pasture products, soil-conserving crops, 
commercial orchards, commercial vegetables, sugar, and pea
nuts, no reductions from the 10-year average acreages will 
be required, these commodities would not share in the funds 
allocated under items Nos. 3 and 4. 

After the allocation of funds to a commodity is determined 
the rate of payment on that commodity would be computed 
by dividing the amount of funds by the probable number of 
units of the commodity on which payments would be made. 
Thus if $100,000,000 is allocated under the formula to cotton 
and it is determined that payments would be made on 
4,000,000,000 pounds of cotton, the rate of payment on cotton 
would be 2.5 cents per pound. 

An approximate percentage distribution of funds based on 
the formula prescribed in the suggested substitute for section 
5 of H. R. 8505, assuming average or normal acreage allot
ments for the next 5 years, is shown in the table which I 
inserted in the RECORD on December 3 and which may be 
found on page 852. 

The table published indicates, on the basis of the assumed 
conditions portrayed in the table, that approximately 57 
percent of the funds available for payments would be allo
cated over a period of years to wheat, corn, and cotton. The 
percentage apportioned to these three commodities would 
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vary somewhat from year to year, but would probably be in 
the range of 55 to 60 percent. 

The percentage of the total funds that would go to each 
of these three commodities individually would also vary from 
year to year, depending largely upon the relative amount of 
reduction in acreage required in order to meet the allotment 
for that year. For example, in years when a large reduction 
was required in cotton and relatively less reduction was 
required in corn and wheat the amount allocated to cot
ton would be somewhat higher than the 22.7 percent indi
cated in the table. Likewise, in years when a drastic reduc
tion in wheat was required and a relatively smaller reduction 
in cotton and corn was called for, the percentage going to 
wheat would be increased above that indicated in the table. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, in view of the adoption of 
the Lucas amendment, I ask for a correction in section 6, 
and offer the following amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs: Page 11, line 23, strike out 

"and 4" and insert in lieu thereof "4 and 5." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls the attention of the 

gentleman from Texas to the fact that there is only one 
amendment now pending, and that was offered some time 
ago by the gentleman from George rMr. PACE]. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend
ment as a substitute for the Pace amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers a sub
stitute for the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. PACE]. The Clerk will first report the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PACE: After the word "tenants", in 

llne 6, page 7, add the words "sharecroppers." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will now report the substi
tute offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. JoNEs offers as a substitute: On page 7, lines 6 and 7, strike 

out "owners, cash tenants, and fixed or standing rent tenants, 
operating farms" and insert "farms operated by owners, tenant, 
or sharecroppers." 

Mr. JONES. I think this is better because the allotments 
are made to farms rather than to particular landowners, 
tenants, or sharecroppers. This would make it cover all 
farms. It would not make any difference, then. who was 
operating. The allotment is made to the farm rather than 
to the owner or tenant or sharecropper, and it woUld remove 
any doubt. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. FULMER. In other words, suppose an allotment of 

200 acres would.be given to any landlord, then he would pro
ceed to divide that with any tenants he might have. If that 
landlord should give a tenant a very small acreage, one that 
perhaps would induce him to come back for additional 
acreage, he would have to come back to the landlord, and be 
would not be able to get it out of the committee? 

Mr. JONES. As I understand, this allotment would be 
made in the regular way to the farms, as all other allotments 
are made, and I assume that in making the allotments, the 
state or local committees that really handle it would take 
into consideration the various conditions that prevail with 
reference to the farm, just as they would as it is here. 

Mr. FULMER. I would like to state to the gentleman, if 
that is possible I can have 500 or 1,000 acres and I can so 
deal with my tenants that I will give them a very small allot
ment, and then I will say, "You go and get an additional 
allotment." And when they do that, I, as a landlord, woUld 
get one-half of the proceeds of what they grow on the land. 

Mr. JONES. No. This is all to be given those who have 
not exceeding 15 acres. It is limited to that. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a moment? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. TARVER. Carrying out the chairman's idea, an ex

amination of the language of the section discloses that it 
has no application whatever to farms where the landlord 
is the owner of more than 15 acres. So that the example 
given by our colleague from North Carolina is not in point. 

Mr. JONES. That is right. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACE]. 

The substitute amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia, as amended 
by the substitute. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, in order to conform the 

numbers with the changes made, I ask that the numbers 
"6" and "7" on page 8 be changed to "5" and "6." 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read now beginning 

at part m, "Marketing quotas-Wheat," on page ~4. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent, in 

order to give fuller time for discussion, that the reading of 
part m be dispensed with, and· that amendments may be 
offered to any part of the section, and that it be read by 
title. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PART ill-MAJtKErmG QuOTAs-WHEA'l' 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 331. For the purposes of this part--
(a) "Marketing year" shall be the period from July 1 of one 

year to June 30 of the succeeding year. 
(b) "Total supply" for any marketing year shall be the carry

over of wheat for such marketing year plus the estimated produc
tion of wheat in the United States during the calendar year 1n 
which such marketing year begins. 

(c) "Carry-over" for any marketing year shall be the quantity 
of wheat on hand in the United States at the beginning of such 
marketing year, not including any wheat which was produced in 
the United States during the calendar year then current. 

(d) "Normal supply" shall be a normal year's domestic consump
tion and exports of wheat plus 20 percent of a normal year's 
domestic consumption and exports as an allowance for a normal 
carry-over. 

(e) "Reserve supply level" shall be a normal year's domestic 
consumption and exports of wheat plus 32 percent of a normal 
year's domestic consumption and exports to insure a supply ade
quate to meet domestic consumption and export needs in years 
of drought, fiood, or other adverse conditions, as well as in years 
of plenty. 

(f) "Normal year's domestic consumption" shall be the yearly 
average quantity of wheat, wherever produced, that was consumed 
in the United States during the 10 marketing years immediately 
preceding the marketing year in which such consumption is deter
mined, adjusted for current trends in such consumpt ion. 

(g) "Normal year's exports" shall be the yearly average quantity 
of wheat that was produced in the United States and exported 
therefrom durtng the 10 marketing years immediately preceding 
the marketing year in which such exports are determined, adjusted 
for current trends in such exports. 

(h) "Marketed" shall be the disposition by sale, barter, exchange, 
or gift. 

(1) ''National average yield" . for wheat shall be the national 
average yield per acre of wheat during the 10 calendar years im
mediately preceding the calendar year with respect to which such 
national average yield is used in any computation authorized in 
this part, adjusted for abnormal weather conditions and trends 1n 
yields. 

(J) "Normal yield" for any farm shall be the average yield per 
acre of wheat for the farm adjusted for abnormal weather condi
tions during the 10 calendar years immediately preceding the year 
With respect to which such normal yield is used in any computation 
authorized under this part. If for any such year the data are not 
available, or there is no actual yield, an appraised yield for such 
year, determined in accordance with regulations issued by the 
Secretary, shall be used a,s the actual yield for such year. If, on 
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~ccount of drought, flood, insect pests, or other uncontrollable 
natural cause, the production in any year of such 10-year period is 
less than 75 percent of the average (computed without regard to 
such year), such year shall be el1mlnated in calculating the normal 
yield per acre. 

LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 

SEc. 332. Wheat is a baste source of food for the Nation, is 
produced throughout the United States by more than a million 
farmers, is sold on the country-wide market and, as wheat or 
flour, flows almost entirely through instrumentalities of interstate 
and foreign commerce from produc_ers to consumers. 

Abnormally excessive and abnormally deficient supplies of wheat 
on the country-wide market acutely and directly affect, burden, and 
obstruct interstate and foreign commerce. Abnormally excessive 
supplies overtax the facilities of interstate and foreign transpor
tation, congest terminal markets and milling centers in the flow 
of wheat from producers to consumers, depress the price of wheat 

·in interstate and foreign commerce, and otherwise disrupt the 
orderly marketing of such commodity in such commerce. Ab
normally deficient supplies result in an inadequate flow of wheat 
and its products in interstate and foreign commerce with conse
quent injurious effects to the instrumentalities of such commerce 
and With excessive rise in the prices of wheat and its products in 
interstate and foreign commerce. 

It is in the interest of the general welfare that interstate and 
foreign commerce in wheat and its products be protected from such 
burdensome surpluses and distressing shortages, and that a sup
ply of wheat be maintained which is adequate to meet domestic 
eonsumption and export requirements in years of drought, flood, 
and other adverse conditions. as well as. in-years of plenty, and that 
the soil resources of the Nation be not wasted in the productlO:f:l 
of such . burdensome surpluses. Such surpluses result In disas
trously low _prices .of wheat and other grains . to. wheat producers, 
destroy the purchasing power of grain producers for industrial 
products, and reduce the value of the agricultural assets. supporting 
the national credit · structure. Such shortages· of wheat result in 
unreasonably high prices .of flour and bread to consumers and loss 
of market outlets by wheat producers. 

The provisions of this part affording a cooperative plan· to wheat 
producers are . necessary in order to minimize- recurring surpluses 
and shortages- of wheat in interstate and foreign commerce, to pro
vide for the maintenance of adequate reserve supplies thereof, and 
to provide for an adequate-flow of wheat and its products in inter
state and foreign commerce. The provisions hereof for regulation 
of marketings by producers of wheat whenever an abnormally ex
cessive .supply of such commodity exists are necessary in order to 
maintain an orderly flow of wheat in interstate and foreign com
merce under such conditions. 

REGIONAL OR MARKl!."T CLASSIFICATION 

SEC. 333. The provisions of this part shall apply to wheat, but the 
Secretary is authorized after due notice and public hearing to in
terested parties to treat as a separate commodity any regional or 
market classification, type, or grade of wheat if he finds such 
treatment necessary in order adequately to effectuate the policy of 
this a·ct with respect to such regional or market classification, type, 
or grade. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS OF SUPPL.IES AND ALLOTMENTS 

SEc. 334. Not later than July 15 of each marketing year for 
wheat, the Secretary shall ascertain and announce the total supply, 
the normal supply, the reserve supply level, and the national 
acreage allotment for wheat for such marketing year. 

NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 

SEC. 335. The national acreage allotment of wheat for any mar
keting year shall be that acreage which the Secretary determines 
will, on the basis of the national average yield for wheat, produce 
an amount thereof adequate, together with the estimated carry
over at the beginning of the next succeeding marketing year, to 
make available a supply for such succeeding marketing year equal 
to the reserve supply level. · 

APrORTIONMEN'l' OF NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 

SEC. 336. (a) The national acreage allotment for wheat shall be 
apportioned· by the Secretary among the several States on the basis 
of the acreage devoted to t.he production of wheat during the 10 
calendar years immed.Lately preceding the calendar year in which 
the apport.lonment 1s made (plus, in applicable years, acreage di
verted under previous agricultural adjustment and conservation 
programs) , with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and 
!or trends in acreage during such period. 

(b) 'lbe State acreage allotment for wheat shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary among the counties, 6r other administrative areas 
in the State deemed by the Secretary the most effective for the 
purpose of the administration of this part, on the basis of the 
acreage devoted to the production of wheat during the 10 calendar 
years immediately preceding the calendar year in which the na..; 
tional acreage allotment is apportioned (plus, in applicable years, 
acreage diverted under previous agricultural adjustment and con
servation programs) , with adjustments for abnormal weather con
ditions and trends in acreage during such period. 

(c) The local acreage allotment of wheat shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the local committee, among the farms 
Within the county or other local administrative area on the basis 
of tillable acres, crop-rotation practices. type of soil, topography. 

and production facilities. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this seetion, if, for any reason other than. flood or drought, the 
acreage of wheat planted on the farm is less than 80 percent of 
the farm acreage allotment for wheat, the farm acreage allotment 
shall be 25 percent in excess of such planted acreage. 

MARKETING QUOTAS 

SEC. 337. (a) Whenever it shall appear that the total supply of 
wheat as of the beginning of any marketing year will exceed the 
normal supply thereof for such year by more than 25 percent, the 
Secretary shall, not later than the May 15 prior to the beginning 
of such marketing year, announce such fact and, beginning on 
June 1 of such calendar year and continuing through June 30 -of 
the following calendar year, a national marketing quota shall be 
in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat. The Secretary 
shall ascertain and specify in the announcement the amount of 
the national marketing quota in terms of a total quantity of 
wheat and also in terms .of a percentage of the national acreage 
allotment made for the preceding marketing year which he de
termines will, on the basis of the national average yield of wheat, 
produce the amount of the national marketing quota. 

(b) The amount of the national marketing -quota for wheat 
shall be equal to the amount of the reserve supply level less the 
sum of the estimated carry-over of wheat as of the beginning of 
the marketing year with respect to which the quota is announced 
and the estimated amount of wheat which will be used on farms 
as seed or livestock feed during the marketing year. 
· (c) The farm marketing quota for any farm shall be an amount 
of wheat equal to the aggregate normal production of an acreage 
determined by applying to the farm acreage allotment for the 
marketing year preceding that for which the quota is effective· 
the national acreage alla~ment· percentage specified in the Secre-
tary's quota announcement. · 
·· (d) . No f~ marketing quota -with respect to any-crop of wheat 
shall be applicable to-any farm on which the normal -production 
~n ~e acreage planted to wh;_eat 1s less- ~han 200 bushels._ · 

REFERENDUM 

SEC. 338. Between the date of the issuance of ·any announce
;r_nent. of any national marketing quota. . pursuant to- the .provisions 
of this part and the effective date of any such quota specified in 
such -announcement, the Secretary shall conduct a referendum. of 
all farmers who will be subjec~ to t!:le quota ~ified, therein to 
determine- whether such farmers favor or oppose- suqh quota. If 
more than one-third of. the_ fa~ers voting 1n the referendum 
oppose such qi.rota, the .Secretary- shall, .prior. to -the effective date 
pt such· quota, announce the result of the referendum, and upon 
such announcement the quota shall become ineffective. 

ADJUSTMENT AND SUSPENSION OF QUOTAS 

SEc. 339. (a) If the Secretary has reason to believe that any 
national marketing quota for wheat will not make. a normal sup
ply of wheat available for marketing during the marketing year 
for which such quota has been established, he shall cause an 
immediate investigation to be made with respect thereto, in the 
course of which due notice and opportunity for public hearing 
shall be given to interested persons. If, upon the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds the existence of such fact, he 
shall announce the same. Upon such announcement the amount 
of such national marketing quota shall be increased to such 
amount as he shall have determined, upon the basis of such 
investigation, will make available for marketing during such mar
keting year a normal supply of wheat. He shall announce such 
increased marketing quota. The amount of each farm marketing 
quota shall be increased in the same ratio. 

(b) If the Secretary has reason to believe that, because of a 
national emergency or because of a material increase in export 
demand, any national marketing quota for wheat should be termi
nated, he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to 
determine whether the termination of such quota is necessary in 
order to effectuate the declared policy of this act or to meet an 
increased demand arising from such export demand or emergency. 
If, upon the basis of such investigation, the Secretary finds that 
such termination is necessary, he shall immediately announce such 
finding and thereupon such quota shall terminate. -

(c) Whenever it shall appear from either the July or the August 
production estimates, officially published by the Division of Crop 
and Livestock Estimates of ·the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
ot the Department, that the total supply of wheat as of the be
ginning of the marketing year was less than the normal supply 
plus 25 percent thereof, the Secretary shall announce such fact 
prior to July 20, or August 20, as the case may be, if farm mar
keting quotas have been anno~ced with respect to the crop 
grown in such calendar year. Thereupon such quotas shall become 
ineffective. 

TRANSFER OF QUOTAS 

SEC. 340. Farm marketing quotas for wheat shall not be trans
ferable but, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary for such purpose, any farm marketing quota in excess of 
the supply of wheat for such farm for any marketing year may be 
allocated to other farms on which the acreage allotment has not 
been exceeded. 

PENALTIES 

SEc. 341. (a) Any farmer who, during any marketing year, mar
kets any wheat in excess of the farm marketing quota for the 
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farm on which such wheat was produced shall be subject to a 
penalty of 15 cents per bushel of the excess so marketed. 

(b) The penalties provided for in subsection (a) of this section 
shall be collected and paid in such manner, at such times, and 
under such conditions as the Secretary may by regulation pre
scribe. 

PUBLICATION AND REVIEW OF QUOTAS 

SEC. 342. The farm marketing quotas for wheat established for 
farms in a county or other local administrative area shall be made 
available for public inspection, and may be reviewed, in the man
ner provided in part VI of this title. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is conceded that this is not a price fix. 
fng bill. Its main objective is the control of production of 
five commodities named in the measure, namely: wheat, 
corn, cotton, rice, and tobacco. 

I do not believe that the farmers of my district want this 
form of legislation. The president of the National Farm 
Bureau, Mr. Edward O'Neal, who is in the gallery now, says 
it does not want it, because the compulsory provisions of 
the bill are not strong enough to suit it. The National 
Grange says it does not want this bill because it does con
tain "must" legislation, or compulsory provisions. I quote its 
position: 

We are strongly of the opinion that the new legislation should 
be based on the idea of voluntary cooperation on the part of the 
farmers rather than compulsory control on the part of the Gov
ernment. It should be clearly understood that under no circum
stances does the Government have the right to use the word 
''must" when it comes to telling the farmers of the country how 
much or how little they should produce of any particular crop, 
or how much or how little they should place upon the market. 
There can be no such thing as a majority, under the guise of a 
referendum, dictating as a minority in matters of this kind. 

In the opinion of the National Grange both House and Senate 
bills should be referred back to committee and stripped of their 
compulsory features. 

The Grange of my State of Michigan says it does not want 
it because it is opposed to the present policy which permits 
entry into this country of agricultural products far in excess 
of the amount of agricultural products we export to other 
countries. This is what it has to say: 

If farmers, by authority of law, are to be expected to market 
only those portions of their crops which can be consumed, mainly 
in the domestic markets, imports of simllar and competitive prod· 
ucts should be curtailed. 

We urge that 1n the formulation of additional reciprocal-trade 
agreements more attention be given by the State Department to 
securing foreign markets for our farm products in exchange for 
industrial goods rather than continuing what appears to be too 
much the present procedure of exporting our industrial commod
ities under favorable rates secured abroad in exchange for agri
cultural imports which enter our markets at lower rates of duty. 

Those of you who come from agricultural districts, when 
you go back and tell your people you voted for this bill, 
may be asked to reconcile your position why you voted to 
impose a tax of $4 on every man, woman, and child in your 
district, annually, which is what this measure means, while 
at the same time we pursue a policy in this Nation of per
mitting entry into this country of agricUltural products to 
the extent of $868,000,000 during the last fiscal year in di
rect competition With the products grown by the farmers 
of your section. 

In the report of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
issued on November 20 of this year, we find in the first para
graph the following amazing statement: 

The value of imports of commodities, similar to or substituted 
for, those produced on American farms, rose by 35 percent over 
the fiscal year of 1935-36. The value of American farm exports, 
on the other hand, declined by 4 percent in spite of . some im
provement in the foreign demand situation. As a result the com
petitive imports exceeded agricultural exports for the first time 
on record. 

That report shows that we imported, during the last fiscal 
year, competitive agricultural products to the value of 
$868,000,000 and noncompetitive farm products to the value 
of $669,930,000, or a total of $1,538,327,000. 

The total exports of farm products of all kinds for the 
same period were valued at $732,826,000. Unbelieveable as 
it may seem, the people of this Nation bought twice as much 

from the farmers of foreign countries as an the other na
tions in the world bought from us. 

This bill provides a Federal subsidy of $500,000,000 an
nually which is to be permanent legislation in order to con
trol the production of the commodities named in the mea
sure. This means an annual tax of $4 for every man, 
woman, and child in the Nation. 

An ordinary congressional district in this country contains 
about 300,000 population. You may be asked to justify the 
position that you took when you voted to impose a tax upon 
the people .of your district to the extent of $1,200,000. In 
my congressional district, the Seventeenth Michigan, this 
bill means a tax of $1,300,000. 

We have had some experience in an attempt to regulate the 
production of crops in this country, particUlarly the cotton 
crop. We tried to hold up the price by plowing under every 
fourth row; and yet, this year, because this legislative body 
failed to take into account the weather man, who is the 
agent of the Almighty, we have raised the largest cotton crop 
in the history of the United States-18,000,000 bales. The 
normal amount of cotton required for home consumption 
amounts to about 7,000,000 bales annually. 

The question that now confronts us is, What are we going 
to do with the other 11,000,000 bales which is the amount 
above the requirements for domestic consumption? That 
is the problem that we are asked to solve when it comes to 
cotton. You have also tried to fix the price of cotton, and 
the record shows, if the figures given to me by our distin
guished coll.ea.gue the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CHAN
DLER]. are correct, that during the last 8 years in which we 
have attempted to regulate the price of cotton by fixing 
the loan value on it, the price has been the lowest in any 
8-year period since the Nation has raised cotton, or for 
which there is any record since 1831. 

For every dollar's worth of products grown by the farmers 
of my district we have pel1J!itted the farmers of foreign 
nations to send into this country $2 worth of their own agri
cultural products in direct competition with the farmers of 
this Nation. I do not believe that the farmers of this coun
try are willing to be put into a legislative strait jacket under 
the guise or the promise that they are to be given some 
financial help in the form of a Federal subsidy. I believe 
the farmers of the country want to be let alone. If w~ pre
serve the American market for the American farmer, -then, 
in my judgment, the wise thing to do would be to place a 
subsidy upon American farm products sold to other countries 
and preserve the best market in the world, the American 
market, the home-consumption market, for the American 
farmers. This will help American agriculture. Thomas Jef
ferson once said, "If we must ask Washington when to sow 
a,nd when to reap, we will soon want bread." [Applause.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot follow the logic of my colleague 
from Michigan. He said that the Farm Bureau is against 
this bill because it was not drastic enough. He said that 
the farm Grange is against it because it is too drastic. He 
also wants us to believe that this bill and the actions of this 
Congress heretofore on farm legislation have increased costs 
to the consumer. Still he will say that farm products are 
the lowest they have been in a number of years. I cannot 
quite understand the logic of his argument. 

If one farm organization says it is too drastic and the 
other farm organization, which is supposed to have an equal 
amount of knowledge on farm problems, says that it is not 
drastic enough, then I think that it is just about right and 
what the farmers and the consumers of this country need. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
pwke this title conform to the committee amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE.J 

The Clerk read a.s follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: On page 46, line 

8, before the word "or", insert "plant disease." 

The amendment wa.s agreed to. 
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amendment 

in conformity with an amendment already adopted. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: On page 52, line 6, 

after the word "referendum", insert ", by secret ballot." 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, on taking stock of this bill I am just won
dering how those of us from farm districts who are penalized 
by its provisions are going to answer an already overburdened 
constituency. For instance, in my State where we have 
farmers who have gone from the tobacco fields to relief roll 
several questions come up. He pays a little more for his 
flour, if he can buy any; he pays a little more for tobacco, if 
he can get a plug of tobacco to chew; he pays a little more 
for his rice, if he can buy any; and corn, what is he going 
to do about that? If he gets any to feed his chickens he 
will pay one-third more a bushel for it; yet, by the provisions 
of this bill he himself is thrown out of producing tobacco. 

Cannot our committee deliberate a little longer on this 
bill and bring out one that will relieve the farmers of 
America? It seems to me that the thing to do is for the 
House to recommit this bill and let the committee bring 
back another bill, one more fair, one less sectional. 

The cost of living is already advancing. How about you 
gentlemen from the manufacturing districts? Here is the 
farm bill coming along mak:ing your constituents pay more 
for the shirts they wear, more for the tobacco they chew, 
more for the things they eat. On the other hand, you 
gentlemen who take land out of cotton cannot raise eggs on 
it, you cannot raise butter on it. So, what are you going to 
do, my friends? 

I wonder if the philosophy of this bill is not contrary to 
the fundamental laws of supply and demand; if we are not 
going far afield from it. I am wondering if the bill will not 
be a detriment to the American people and defeat the very 
intent of Congress. I am wondering, when so many of our 
people are hungry, desire :flour to eat, desire corn flakes to 
feed their children, if· it would not be a better policy to have 
unlimited production and let theW. P. A. buy up this surplus, 
process it, and give it to the hun.gry of the land rather than 
to open up the markets of America for foreign raised and 
processed farm products. We have a large relief load in 
America. Many are hungry, and yet in this bill you would 
curtail production of the vital necessities of life. This bill is 
wrong. Adequate farm relief can be approached from an 
angle more sane and more perfect. 

I am wondering if our philosophy is not wrong. Why can 
we not give larger benefit payments to the men who till their 
farms rather than putting compulsion on them? Why can 
we not produce wheat and corn nearly in keeping with the 
demand of our hungry mouths and devise some scheme 
whereby our acres could be tilled, our hungry fed, and the 
farmer benefit by payments? Let him be permitted to elect 
to grow in our free democracy such things from the breast of 
Mother Earth as the Almighty has devised that the farmer 
may grow. Are we not going a little far afield when we un
dertake to pick out two, three, or five commodities in our 
Nation and disregard entirely the consumers of our Nation? 
This bill is class legislation; it is sectional, and may defeat 
its own purpose of farm relief. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this section involves practi

cally the same principles that some of the other sections 
cover and I wonder if we cannot agree on limiting the 
debate? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I have an amendment or 
two. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on part 3, the wheat section, and all amend
ments thereto close in 50 minutes and I mean the part only 
in reference to wheat. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

LXX.XII---61 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, we had 50 minutes to finish up on the tobacco sec
tion. I think 1 hour is not too much time in which to dis-
cuss wheat. · 

Mr. JONES. I will amend my request and make it not 
to exceed 1 hour, which I hope the Members will not take. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JoNEs] asks unanimous consent that all debate on amend
ments to part 3 close in 1 hour. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 

make this part conform to the similar provisions in the 
other parts of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is an amendment pending which 
was offered prior to the speech made by the gentleman from 
Florida; that amendment having been offered by the chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. JoNEs], chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHA.ffiMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. RANKIN. The question the Chair put to the House a 

moment ago, as I understood it, did not comply exactly with 
the request made by the chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture. I understood that his request covered all amend
ments with reference to wheat in section 3 only. 

Mr. JONES. That is in part 3. 
Mr. RANKIN. The question as put by the Chair covered 

all of part 3. 
Mr. JONES. The other commodities are in other parts of 

the same title, so the request covered only part 3, which has 
to do with wheat. · 

Mr. RANKIN. Is there anything else in part 3 except 
wheat? Is cotton included in that section? 

Mr. JONES. No; cotton is in part 4. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amendment, 

which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 54, line 20, after the word 

"prescribe," insert "and shall be covered into the general fund of 
the Treasury of the United States." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JONESJ. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 

last word. · 
Mr. Chairman, when any group of people representing be

tween 30 and 40 percent of the people receive for their wages 
only 9.4 percent of the national income there is something 
wrong. The national income of all for 1936 was $63,799,000,-
000. The farm income was approximately six billion, or 9.4 
percent of the whole. No one will say that the labor is not 
as hard and the hours longer than any other kind of labor. 

In the more prosperous days agriculture received 20 per
cent of the national income. 

All last week we heard much talk from this :floor from 
those who are opposed to any kind of farm legislation now 
or any other time. Whenever any remedy is proposed for the 
farmer they get excited and full of fears, afraid they will hurt 
the farmer or infringe on his constitutional rights. Others 
offer advice that certain provisions might invalidate the bill. 
I presume that some opponents of the bill would be greatly 
perturbed, indeed, if the bill should be invalidated by the 
courts after passage. 

We heard their applause in this body when announcement 
came that the A. A. A. had been invalidated, and, judging 
from that, we know how greatly disappointed they would be if 
this bill should meet the same fate. 
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Although a referendum is provided, they assume that the 

farmer does not know what he wants. They fear he will vote 
against his own interest. As the referendum is taken an
nually, it should be considered that after any year's trial the 
program could be discontinued on any one of the farm 
crops--cotton, wheat, tobacco, corn, rice. 

The part referring a vote could be made, with slight changes 
in the wording, directory instead of mandatory, relieving 
all the issue about the legality of the referendum. The re
sult would be the same. So long as we have the present 
Secretary of Agriculture we know that he would not want to 
force a program unless the farmers wanted that program as 
shown by some test of sentiment recorded. 

Ah, my friends, it would be a terrible calamity if the 
farmer should be given power to regulate production accord
ing to the views of some of my colleagues. In almost every 
branch of farming pools and voluntary control by the ma
jority of farmers has been in vogue in patchwork over the 

·Nation and all eventually failed because the · whole Nation 
could not be reached in the program. 
:u controlled production is a bad thing,. then why do other 

lines of business practice it? It is the secret of success of the 
other side of the business world. What factory product suf

. fers with overproduction to such an extent that a farmer 
·can buy it at half the cost of production? 
· Not only is production carefully estimated, but in addition 
to that price fixing in. violation of -law goes on and-on in 
spite of all the antitrust statutes. Enforcement is well-nigh 
impossible. 

If all other business proceeded as blindly and extrava
·gantly in overproduction as the farm business~ then he could 
. buy what he needs for a little or nothing and all business 
would be on a parity. In that case the farmer would not 

. need the .present proposed remedy. He Is the only man as 
a group who sa~s to all people when he buys, "What -is your 
price?" and when he sells he says, "What will you give me?" 
He has nothing to say about either end of the transaction. 

. The maker of the factory product controls both the quan
tity and the price. Such control is the only defense that the 

. farmer can use in self-defense. If a merchant bought more 
than he could sell he would go broke. If a factory continued 
to make more than it could sell it would soon close down. If 
an individual bought more than he could eat, wear, or use he 
would be extravagant. Yet our friends who want the farmer 
to feed and clothe the world for nothing think it the wise 
thing to do for the farmer to deplete his soil, work his chil
dren to death, deny himself all the luxuries of life that others 
enjoy, and, like the ox in his stall, be content with his humble 
lot and have his consolation in the theory that it is more 
blessed to give than to receive. 

The farmers want to do business like other business people. 
They want organized production. Other business can and 
. does organize and control production. The farmer cannot, 
and the Government agency is the only means by which he 
can do so. They say it is bad if the minority after a refer
endum has to pay a tax for overproduction. If penalties 
must come from overproduction, what does it matter to whom 
it is paid? 

.BY overproduction ·pe drew _down penalties .on his own 
.head. and all his neighbors'. By raising .tobacco year after 
year in such quantities that it would not pay the freight to 
market for a year's work he was heavily penalized for over
-production. There is _no_ escape from_ a penalty for overpro
duction, whether the Government collects .one or not. 

Each year the farmer is the only man who m_ust. gamble 
,on price .and production and grope_ in the dark as to what his 
course should be as to production. 
· Other business sits at the council table and by the use of 
all expert advice available agree on a course of action. 

The farmer sits alone without advice or compass to charter 
his business for the year. 

Some say that Congress has no right to control produc
tion. When we prohibit prison-made goods in interstate 
commerce we thus limit production indirectly. 

No one questions the right of Congress to fix tariff rates 
and they could be such that it would practically destroy 
production on some articles. Even though it be bad policy 
no one questions the validity of tariff laws. 

Every tariff law enacted was intended to affect production. 
Let me illustrate how a plan for a fixed price by the factory 
often has but little relationship with production. 

The average price for tobacco as a whole in 1929 was 18.3 
cents. In 1932 the price fell to 10.5 cents. 

At the same time the retail price of cigarettes advanced 
from $6 per thousand to $6.85 per thousand. 

The farmers lost one hundred and seven million in this 
price slump and the tobacco companies made an increased 
profit of twelve million in the same time. I know of no law 
to make the company pay more money. Their only rebuke 
for overproduction is to pay the sacrifice price, assuming that 
a hint to the wise is sufficient. This bill provides a method of 
regulated production in line of consumption to save this enor
mous waste and penalizing the farmer for his shortsighted
ness. 

. Economic scarcity is not recommended by anybody. Eco
nomic sufficiency without waste is the desired end. Waste
ful overproduction in any business is disastrous . 

While synthetic friends may shed crocodile tears about lost 
·liberty under controlled production I .do not know that the 
farmer will regret some of his lost privileges. 

He has had the privilege of being the goat with unorgan
. ized production in competition with organized price-fixed 
production in other lines. 

. . When 3 percent of the people get possession of 97 percent 

. of the wealth of the Nation we want to have the privilege 
of providing a system for a better distribution of the earn
ings . 

To those who weep, wail, and gnash their teeth at the 
\thoughts of regimentation or surrender of individual initia
tive we ask, What have you done to prevent a system from 
continuing to take too heavy a toll from those who earn 
their living by the sweat of their brow and permitting a sys
tem to be established that drains all the earnings of all the 
people into the unequal division of a small minority receiving 
97 percent of the gain in wealth? 

Organized labor has had some success in getting a fair 
share of its earnings. The farmer wants the same privilege. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska: In title ill, 

strike out part 3, relating to marketing quotas on wheat. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order there is not a quorum present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will count . 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of 

order. 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, the amend

ment I have offered strikes out the objectionable part of this 
bill pertaining to wheat. It strikes out the compulsory mar
keting-quota features. It strikes out the un-American pen
alty provision: 
' All the benefits the wheat farmer will be able to obtain 
under this bill are those under the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, which my amendment will not 
·impair. The · amendmept which I have just offered strikes 
out the marketing quotas and penalty provisions and will 
not eliminate any of the -benefits that the farmer might 
otherwise obtain. It eliminates only the compulsory · control 
features embodied in marketing quota and penalty pro
visions. 

I would like to quote from a letter from the National 
Grange · to all Members of Congress under date of No
vember 30: 

In the opinion of the National Grange both House and Senate 
bills should be referred back to the committee and stripped of 
their compulsory features. In planning · a long-ttme· program for 
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agriculture we should not begrudge the time or patience that is 
necessary to make it sound, workable, and constitutional. 

My amendment strikes out the compulsory provisions and 
referendum, which is of questionable constitutionality. The 
quota provisions in this bill could force every farmer who 
raised in excess of his quota to place in storage his surplus 
production and hold it off the market. What can these 
tenant farmers and the small landowners do who have no 
storage facilities to store their wheat? What difference does 
it make whether that wheat is stored in Bill Jones' granary 
on the farm or whether it is in the terminal elevators 
destined for export trade? "It is in the showcase. It is a 
part of the visible supply. 

Mr. Chairman, if the farmers are forc.ed to hold this wheat 
from the market under penalty through the compulsory fea
ture of the bill, many will probably lose their wheat because 
there are very few who are able to store their wheat on the 
farm without its deteriorating. If the farmer sends it to a 
terminal elevator for storage he must retain ownership and 
that will cost him about 12 cents per bushel per year. What 
difference will it make on the price whether that wheat be
longs to the farmer or whether he sells it in the normal 
course of trade and it belongs to someone else? 

It will have no beneficial effect on the market. There is 
nothing in this bill which is going to maintain the price of 
wheat. Payments will be made to wheat farmers under the 
Soil Conservation Act. We anticipate approximately $500,-
000,000 will be distributed under that act. Any additional 
funds must be provided from new revenue by the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and appropriations made by the Ap
propriations Committee. However, the prospects are not very 
good that additional payments will be made. Consequently, 
do you believe the wheat farmers of the United states will be 
satisfied to get a compulsory control bill when they are ex
pecting something worth while? You cannot force farmers 
who sell in excess of their quota to pay a penalty of 15 
cents per bushel. That is a confiscatory tax. The wheat 
farmer wants a fair price and his fair share of the national 
income, but marketing quotas and penalties will not give 
them to him. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope those who are opposed to compul
sory control and those who are eager to provide a voluntary 
and a workable plan will support this amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment to strike out the compulsory features of the 
wheat section of the bill we are now discussing. 

We simply must do something of significance for the 
wheat farmers of this country. Wheat is now growing on 
57,000,000 acres. There will ordinarily be sown next spring 
23,000,000 acres, or a total of 80,000,000 acres for the 1938 
crop. At an average of 12Y;z bushels to the acre, this means 
a billion bushels of new wheat in sight. next year. We shall 
carry over more than 200,000,000 bushels, so that the first 
of next July we shall face a total supply of a billion and a 
quarter bushels. 

The wheat farmers of the country are expecting some
thing will be done to control and stabilize this important 
crop. My colleague, the gentleman from Nebraska, says, 
"What difference does it make? It will be in the showcase, 
anyway." The d.itrerence is that f! the marketing quotas 
are retained in the bill and go into effect the farmers will 
know that they can get fair prices for what they can sell. 
Measures must be taken to cut down acreage, and we must 
cut it down if we maintain anything like parity prices. 

The quantity of wheat consumed today varies very little 
from year to year. Human stomachs are inelastic. Bread 
is the cheapest food that can be bought. It is the cheapest 
thing on the market. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
Mr. FERGUSON. When does the quota go into effect? 

The gentleman states the quota will reduce production. 

When does it go into effect, after the crop is planted, or 
before? 

Mr. PIERCE. After; that is, it will not go into effect in 
time to change the 1938 crop, but it will go into effect next 
fall and will control the 1939 crop. 

Mr. FERGUSON. My understanding of the bill has been 
that the quota cannot be put into effect until May, after the 
crop is planted. 

Mr. PIERCE. It will not affect the 1938 crop, but it will 
affect the 1939 crop. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Regardless of the year, it does not go 
into effect until after the crop is planted? · 

Mr. PIERCE. No; but if we pass this bill now, it will be 
proclaimed in November, and they will start establishing the 
quotas in May, as the gentleman states. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the gentleman anticipate this, re
gardless of what the prospects are? 

Mr. PIERCE. If we have on hand a billion bushels of wheat 
next year with no place to put it and no place for it to go, 
and with no foreign market, then it is time we should com
mence to curtail production. This curtailment can and will 
take place in 1939 if this bill is allowed to pass at this time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The gentleman makes the definite state
ment it will go into effect. 

Mr. PIERCE. I will admit freely the amount of money in 
prospect is nowhere near enough to afford the farmer a rea
sonable benefit payment for his wheat. The present authori
zation will give him a dollar to a dollar and a half an acre, 
or about 12 cents a bushel. It ought to be something like 25 
cents. In the committee I favored a processing tax of 20 
cents, which would mean about one-third of a cent additional 
on a loaf of bread, but would afford the farmer something 
like 25 cents· a bushel as a reward for complying with the 
program. :(think that is about the program we should have 
had. However, as it is now, the best thing we can do is to 
pass this bill as it is, with the compulsory features in it. 

Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Washin2ton. 
Mr. LEAVY. The gentleman represents a western wheat .. 

growing district. 
Mr. PIERCE. I do. 
Mr. LEAVY. So do I. Would it not be infinitely better 

for our wheat growers if they were permitted to produce for 
the domestic market on a program of cost of production, and 
if then the surplus were handled as an exportable surplus 
based upon world market prices, then if they were given the 
compulsory program which is submitted here? 

Mr. PIERCE. It may be possible we shall have sometime 
a cost-of-production program, but that is not in this bill, nor 
in prospect. 

Mr. LEAVY. Is there any reason we should not have it 
now? 

Mr. PIERCE. It is not possible for us to obtain it at this 
time. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CoFFEEJ. The gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE], who has just addressed the 
committee, has told us this bill will not go into operation 
for the wheat crop of 1938. I take it the gentleman is cor
rect; in fact, I agree with him, it will not go into effect. 

Mr. PIERCE. That is my understanding. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman states we 

are about to have a billion-:bl1Shel crop, with the possible 
supply running much higher than a billion bushels, yet with 
less than 700,000,000 bushels needed for domestic consump
tion and for export. The gentleman says the bill is not going 
into effect until 1939. 

Mr. PIERCE. On the 1939 crop. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. This means the wheat 

farmers of the United States will, possibly, get the lowest 
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price they have ever received for their 1938 crop because of 
the large supply. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman Yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. No; I am sorry, I cannot, 

my time is so short. 
If we are to have any protective program for the wheat 

farmer it should go into effect immediately, because we 
have about 250,000,000 bushels more wheat in this country 
today than we can consume during the next 12 months. 

The price has been sinking from $1.32 a bushel on wheat 
down to 60 cents a bushel on certain grades. Unless a world 
demand is created to buy the wheat surplus we have in this 
country between now and the next harvest, we will probably 
see 25-cent wheat in the United States again. So by put
ting through this legislation which makes control effective 
in 1939, you are doing nothing for the wheat farmers of this 
country. As you know, I am opposed to · compulsory control 
of wheat or any other commodity. The wheat farmers of 
this country do not want compulsory control. We did not 
have a single wheat farmer or a single wheat representative 
appear before our Committee on Agriculture in favor of com
pulsory control; in fact, the members of the committee from 
wheat sections during the first 2 weeks of the deliberations 
of our committee opposed compulsory control of wheat, but 
it crept into the bill after the beginning of our special ses
sion of Congress. Now, why give the farmers something they 
do not want or something they are not asking for? All they 
are interested in is securing fair, decent prices for their 
wheat. Instead of giving them parity prices, this legislation 
permits the accumulation of such large surpluses as will 
depress the price of wheat rather than increase the price and 
give them cost of production or parity. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman Yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield. 
Mr. HOOK. As I understand the gentleman's argument, 

he is for a high tariff and always has been. Will the gentle
man explain to me, with a high tariff, how he expects to be 
able to increase his world market? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I can tell the gentleman 
this: The American people have purchased around 50,000,000 
bushels of wheat during this year from foreign countries. 
This is wheat that was brought in here and with a duty paid 
on it, due to this administration's program of scarcity. As 
to going into the general details of the tariff with the gentle
man, I will be very pleased to take that up with him and 
discuss it at length later. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. It might be well for my colleague from 

Michigan [Mr. HooK] to look up and see how Japan has ex
panded its world markets in face of all the tariffs imposed 
by the countries of the world. You expand your markets by 
making a better product and selling it at a lower price or by 
cutting costs. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. ApparentlY the gentle
man from Michigan is interested in providing a market in 
the United States for commodities produced in other coun.:. 
tries. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment of the gentleman 
from Nebraska will prevail. The type of legislation to give 
wheat farmers cost of production or parity prices should 
be in the form of a legislative proposal which will aid them 
in the disposal of their surplus in the world market. The 
compulsory control provisions of the bill before us will surely 
destroy the world market and pile up huge quantities of 
wheat in this country to further depress the price. 

If the amendment to strike compulsory control is adopted, 
the wheat farmers will receive the same benefits under a 
voluntary program as provided in the Soil Conservation Act. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time I have taken the floor 
on this farm bill. I represent a district that is probably in 
the first 10 in the Nation in the production of wheat. I have 

counties that in years past have produced more wheat in a 
single county than half the States in the United States. I 
have tried to sell myself on this marketing quota for wheat, 
but try as I will, I can find no single benefit that can be 
derived from it for my wheat farmers. 

In the first place, the argument that the imposition of a 
quota will reduce production is absurd. The Secretary does 
not impose the quota until the acreage is already planted. 
The wheat is planted and then on May 15, if the Secretary 
of Agriculture has previously determined, we have more 
wheat than we can consume and export, he says, "You made 
a mistake and planted too much wheat and now the Depart
ment of Agriculture is going to impose a penalty on you for 
planting that wheat." 

How is this penalty arrived at? I took my slide rule and 
made the necessary calculations to find out how the. Secre
tary of Agriculture arrived at a conclusion under this quota 
basis, and finally taking the 10-year average of the acreage 
in Oklahoma, I determined that approximately four and a 
half million acres would be assigned to that State. Figuring 
our State average at 11.5 bushels, I find that our normal pro
duction would be 51,000,000 bushels. If you reduce this by 
the 20 percent anticipated, it gives us a quota of 40,000,000 
bushels. The national crop is now at 990,000,000 bushels. 
Therefore, according to the advocates of this bill, the quota 
would be in effect, and this year in Oklahoma we would have 
22,286,000 bushels of wheat subject to a penalty of 15 cents 
per bushel. 

You may say that the farmers of Oklahoma should pay 
this $3,342,000, which would be the amount of the penalty. 
If he does not desire to pay the penalty, he has the choice of 
storing the wheat. You cannot store wheat on the farm, you 
have to send it to the elevator, and what is the cost of stor
ing wheat? One cent a bushel a month, and if he carries it 
over to the next crop, as he undoubtedly would have to do if 
the quota were in effect, he would be taxed 12 cents storage 
on his carry-over. 

He has a choice of a 15-cent penalty or a cent a month 
storage. How a Congress can consider this quota, which 
is an admission of the fact that you are penalizing the 
farmer, taxing him into keeping· his surplus, as something 
that would raise the price of wheat after the experience 
of the Farm Board, I cannot understand. It is recognized 
by the Department of Agriculture the day that the Secre
tary of Agriculture invokes the quota that a surplus exists. 
If it is on his farm, it is there, if it is in the elevator, it is 
there, held over the market, to depress the price, and the 
wheat farmers of my district would not be in favor of this 
legislation. I am glad to have had this opportunity to sup
port the very intelligent amendment offered by the gentle
man from Nebraska [Mr. CoFFEE], that strikes out all of the 
quota provisions in reference to wheat in this bill. With 
that out of the bill the fact that they attempt to regulate 
freight rates, the fact that they attempt to extend the ac
tivities of the Surplus Commodities Corporation, makes it a 
good bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla
homa has expired. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I rise in support of the amendment of my col
league from Nebraska [Mr. CoFFEE] to strike out the com
pulsory provisions of the bill as they apply to wheat. Last 
year at the windup of the session our committee had had 
under consideration a bill which was a white mule, just like 
the compulsory features of this bill happen to be. White 
mules you know according to tradition are not supposed to 
die from natural causes. In some way or other that mule 
was led around the block and brought back with a few spots 
of paint on it and sold as a paint mule, without possessing 
any advantages over the mule when not painted. The white 
mule was turned down for various faults and defects this 
same year some time ago, and now we are buying a painted 
mule with service-connected disability that happens to be 
that identical white mule, though with a few spots of paint 
on it, and it has been given a part in what would otherwise 
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have been a reasonably though temporarily successful piece 
of farm legislation, and without adding other than a white 
mule of another color to it. 

Mr. Chairman, a peculiar situation exists at this moment. 
In discussing the penalty provisions of this bill, it happened 
to be my province the other day to call the attention of the 
House to the many new gymnastics essential for Congress 
to go through to put the quota provisions into etfect. First 
of all, Congress has to take off its hide, something that is 
part of it, its power to regulate commer<re, to make these 
quota provisions apply. It delegates this power of which it 
cannot divest itself to the Secretary of Agriculture. That is 
the first thing and we know Congress cannot do that. We 
then do a cartwheel or something by attempting to divest 
ourselves of a power which we do not have, and then attempt 
to vest that nonextant power in the Secretary of Agricul
ture, permitting him under certain conditions and following 
certain trends-trends, mind you, undefined-to indulge in 
legislation which affects the control of production, arriving 
at exactly the same unconstitutional eild complained of by 
the Supreme Court when it reviewed and finally nullified the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

Let us not kid ourselves, when we drift from the position 
which this Nation has occupied for years under a represen
tative government into a condition where we lapse into 
autocratic and bureaucratic control, which we must do if 
we follow the quota provisions set up in this bill. We are 
by our action here today under the quota provisions of this 
bill instituting a process which will result in dooming repre
sentative government. Thomas Jefferson said not so long 
ago, and it appears in · the Kentucky Resolutions, something 
which had to do with the present-day citizen's view with 
reference to what-might be termed too implicit confidence 
in our public men. He said: 

It would be a dangerous delusion were a confidence in the men 
of our choice to silence our fears for the safety of our rights. 
Confidence is everywhere the parent of despotism; free govern
ment is founded in jealousy; not in confidence. It is jealousy, 
and not confidence, which prescribes limited constitutions, to 
bind down those whom we are obliged to trust with power. Our 
Constitution has, accordingly, fixed the limits to which, and no 
further, our confidence may go. In questions of power, then, let 
no more be heard of confidence in man, but bind him down from 
mischief by the chains of the Constitution. 

I make no unnecessary plea as to the patently unconsti
tutional provisions of this bill. Every member of this House, 
be he layman or lawyer, applying casual attention of his 
mind to the question, is bound to be confronted with the 
facts. Mr. Chairman, I can see no reason why Members of 
Congress from the sections which produce cotton, wheat, 
field corn, rice, and tobacco should vote to retain the com
pulsory quota provisions of this bill. 

By so doing they are not jealous in the protection of the 
liberty of their farmer constituents and evince a willingness 
to saddle them with a useless white mule. A white mule 
who has been colored and whose only contribution would be 
his doubtful beauty and whose defects are known even to 
past generations who have discarded him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, the district which I represent 
produces more wheat than any other congressional district 
in the country. It has produced as much as 140,000,000 
bushels of wheat in a single year. I have given a great deal 
of thought and study to the problem of wheat, and, in its 
essentials, it is the same as the cotton problem because in 
the case of each commodity you have one in which the price 
is based upon the world price, influenced by world supply, 
and yet you have the producers of those commodities buying 
in a market which is very largely a protected one~ 

I think the logical and fair solution in the case of each 
of these commodities is to frankly recognize the fact that 
we cannot protect them under our tariff system, that the 
producers thereof are discriminated against because of our 
taritf system, and that we should pay a subsidy out of the 
Federal Treasury, raised preferentially through a processing 
tax on the commodities involved, in order to equalize the lack 

of tariff protection. I think that is the soundest program 
that has been otfered for both wheat and cotton. I do not 
believe it is sound to attempt to restrict our production of 
either of these commodities to the basis of domestic con
sumption. To do so in the case of cotton would be ruinous, 
and to do so in the case of wheat would involve adjustments 
which at the best would be extremely hard to make, and which 
would have repercussions in other lines of agricultural pro
duction because it would require a shifting of acreage to 
other crops. 

I have found it very difficult to support a measure which 
included any provision for marketing quotas, yet I have asked 
myself this question a great many times since the matter of 
marketing quotas has been under discussion: "What will we 
do in this country in connection with the wheat problem the 
:first time we have 1,027,000,000 bushels of wheat as a year's 
total supply?" That is what we are going to have. It is al
most inevitable. We will probably have it next year. We 
will certainly have it the year following, unless we have a 
crop failure or a yield very much below normal. When we 
reach that stage of supplies, it is my opinion that the farmers 
of this country will be demanding something a great deal 
more drastic than a provision for marketing quotas. I know 
that many farmers in my district at this time are opposed to 
what they refer to as compulsory control. I do not know 
whether they have in mind marketing quotas or whether 
they have in mind some compulsory control over production, 
but I am very firmly of the opinion that whenever we reach 
that stage where our total supply is over 1,000,000,000 bushels, 
with a price level that will inevitably follow a supply that 
large, my farmers are going to favor marketing quotas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the g'entleman from Kan
sas [Mr. HoPE] has expired. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I take the floor at this 
time, not to make any speech, not to voice any opinion, but 
to put a few questions out on the air, so to speak, because 
there may be others like myself who are open-minded on 
this subject and wish to be enlightened. 

First of all, I am sure there are many, like myself, who 
do not believe, as a philosophy, in an economy of scarcity. 
But even admitting that we are facing a condition and not 
a theory, even admitting that it may be necessary to adopt 
an economy of scarcity to meet the condition at the time, 
here are some of the questions that we wonder about: 

First of all, the practicality of a national election-and 
that is what it is-on wheat, on corn, on cotton, on rice, 
and on tobacco. A day or two ago I raised the question 
on the floor as to such an election. Would it be held locally, 
that is, two or three communities together? Would those 
communities be bound by the resUlt and other communities 
not be bound? The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
LEAVY] asked the question, and he was told by the chair
man of the committee that there would be national elec
tions, the farmers of Maryland, our neighbors, for instance, 
being bound by what the farmers of Kansas and Texas voted. 
Is that wise? Some of us would like to know. · 

Also, we would like to know, assuming the bill is passed, 
how can you store grain on farms under seal? Is an in
spector going to put his seal on every slat of a corncrib or 
on every board of a wheat bin? How can that proposition 
be worked out practically? 

Lastly, are we wise in passing farm legislation that is not 
definitely, intimately, and delicately geared with legislation 
affecting tariffs, wages, and hours? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Con

necticut has expired. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 

last three words. 
Mr. Chairman, this is my maiden observation on the pend

ing farm bill, but may I suggest, even though it is unpleasant 
to suggest it, that history runs in deadly parallels. The gen-: 
tleman from Nebraska, irrespective of the merit or lack of 
merit of his amendment, is very essentially right when he 
says that whether you impound tbis wheat on the farm or 
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in terminal elevators, 01' any other place, it will be in the 
so-called national showcase, or reflected in the visible sup
ply, and will have a tremendous overhanging effect on the 
market. 

Stop thinking of wheat for a moment as so many wheat ber
i ries, and think of it in terms of flour. I used to be a baker. 
1 I always thought of wheat in terms of :flour. Five bushels 
' of wheat to a barrel of flour. One billion bushels of wheat, 

200,000,000 barrels of flour. Three hundred 1-pound loaves 
· to the barrel. Sixty billion loaves of bread. That is the 
way this wheat crop appeals to me. 

Now, look at the parallel. Under Herbert Hoover we had 
the so-called Farm Board. They were given authority to 
go out and buy and sell wheat. They finally impounded 
245,000,000 bushels of wheat. We are still liquidating that 
Board and trying to collect for wheat which it sold abroad. 
Divide that by 5 and it indicates the number of barrels 
of :flour that the Farm Bureau controlled. Every time a :flour 
salesman came into our place of business I said, "For how 
much can I get a barrel of flour or a thousand barrels or 
5,000 barrels for 90-day or 120-day or 180-day delivery?" 
Do you know what he would say? He would say, "You tell 
me what the Farm Board is going to do and I will tell you 
what flour will be worth 90, 120, or 180 days from now." 

The Secretary of Agriculture has authority to suspend the 
quotas. This means that while this wheat in the Wheat 

I Belt farm, which is translated in terms of flour, may be 
stored on the farm or in elevators it is a threat and holds 
things in suspense. The overhanging supply helps determine 
the price wheat will bring. Under the Farm Board, the 
Board had authority to say when wheat should be released 
for the market. Unaer the pending bill, it is the Secretary 
of Agriculture who determines and suspends quotas. There 
is the parallel so far as overhanging supply is concerned. 

You must think of the consumer back home who eats 
bread. This wheat, if processed into :flour, would provide 
about one and one-third loaves of bread per day for every 
man, woman, and child in tkis country; certainly not too 
much. Put up the price too high, and what happens? They 
will go to macaroni and spaghetti made out of durums and 
semolinas; they will go to potatoes; they will go to sweet-

' potatoes. After a while your demand begins to recede, and 
· then your price begins to go down. The overhanging supply 
, is therefore a potent factor in determining the price of 
' wheat, whether it is stored in John Jones' barn or in a 
; Minneapolis, St. Paul, or Kansas City elevator. That is 
' what is going to determine ultimately what price the wheat 
is going to bring, and it is only proper that the Committee 
should have this parallel recalled as it proceeds to vote on 
the amendment of the gentleman from Nebraska. [Ap
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 

WADSWORTH] is recognized for 4 minutes. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, not long ago I would 

have been astounded had I been told that within my life
time, the Congress of the United States would pass legisla
tion infiicting a penalty upon the farmer for selling more 
food than the Secretary of Agriculture said he could sell. 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska 
brings up just one simple question: Is liberty to be banished 
in America? I cannot conceive how any person conscious 
of the provisions of the Constitution of the United States 
can contend that Congress has the power to say to John 
Jones working his own acres that he cannot plant certain 
acreage to a certain crop as best fits his judgment, and that 
he cannot sell more than a certain number of bushels of his 
own produce from his own land save at the expense of a 
penalty, to be imposed in the form of a tax per bushel 
prohibitive in amount, or a fine, or imprisonment, as was 
attempted· under the Potato Act. 

Has Congress the power to do a thing of this sort to the 
farmer living on his own land? If so, then it may say to a 
manufacturer: "You shall not manufacture more than so 
many pairs of shoes." It may say to a tailoring establish-

ment: ''You shall not make more than so many suits of 
clothes." 

If this power is extensible to a farmer under the Constitu
tion-and that I deny-but if it is extensible to a farmer 
with respect to his wheat, and his corn, and his cotton, then 
it is extensible to every citizen of the United States who 
produces anything. 

To my mind this bill spells Hitlerism in its fundamentals, 
for under it you propose to say to me: "Despite the fact 
that you are suptx>sed to know what you are doing on your 
own land, we know better than you do; and you shall not 
make your living in the way you want to make it, you must 
do it in the way prescribed by Government." This is what 
goes on in Germany. The German farmer today-and they 
are but a step ahead of this bill-the German farmer today 
is told what he must plant. He must raise potatoes if the 
Government tells him to, and if he does not raise his pota
toes effectively the Government displaces him and puts 
another man on his own land. We are marching in that 
direction with this kind of legislation. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is there not an amendment pending? 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending amendment is to strike 

out the title. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan is to perfect the title. The Clerk will report · 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment o1fered by Mr. HOFFMAN: Page 50, line 9, after the 

word "committee", insert "not more than one of whom 1f said 
committee numbers more than two and not more than two of 
whom if said committee numbers more than three and no more 
than three-fifths of whom if said committee numbers more than 
three, shall be members or supporters or vote the ticket of any 
one political party." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WADSWORTH] seems to be concerned with the 
question of whether this bill is constitutional. The question 
of the constitutionality of proposed legislation has not here
tofore prevented its passage. This House, like the adminis
tration, seems to be possessed with the idea that it must do 
something whether the doing be good or ill. During the 
past few years Congress has passed a number of laws which 
were clearly unconstitutional. We have before us others 
which are clearly unconstitutional, which take away the 
power of the States, which give to the Federal Government 
and Federal Departments arbitrary authority over the every
day lives of the citizens. We have the legislative "itch" and 
nothing will cure it except the passage of additional laws. 
Enactment of legislation, regardless of its constitutionality, 
its workability, or its practicability, is the rule. We passed 
the capital gains tax legislation and the undistributed prof
its tax. We enacted a law giving us the processing tax. 
Millions were illegally collected, have never been refunded 
to the taxpayers and never will be. Still the motto hangs 
on the wall, "Legislate regardless of the consequences." An
other depression, another crisis, some other emergency may 
distract the people's attention before they catch up with us. 

My amendment is simply an attempt to make this bill, 
after you do pass it, a little less obnoxious to everyone. 

Under the welfare act in our district, Republicans, in fact 
all who wanted to get on welfare, were forced to sign blanks 
which disclosed how much, if anything, they had contributed 
to the Democratic organization since 1932. 

This bill is to be administered by a committee, elected in 
the district, but controlled by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
We do not wish this act to give the same opportunity to 
purchl:l.se votes by a distribution through the Department of 
Agriculture of substantial cash payments or enlargement of 
quotas. This amendment is for the purpose of making it 
possible to have the act legally administered by a non
partisan as distinguished from a political committee. The 
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amendment does not require that a Republican be a mem
ber of the committee, but I would like to see the law so 
phrased that it would be possible, say, for a Progressive or 
someone who is not a New Dealer, to be a member of the 
committee. 

That is why I offer this amendment. I will say to my 
friend LucAs, from lllinois, who is giving me encourage
ment by his smile, he knows what our country over there is. 
He was over there with the soldiers. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman would make a speech if 

I yielded to him. I would say to my friend from Tilinois, 
and I know he personally would not take an unfair advan
tage, that we would like to have someone on the committee 
who is not a New Dealer, if there are to be more than two. 
The amendment I have offered provides for a nonpartisan 
committee. Is there anything wrong with that? Bear in 
mind, I am not asking to have a Republican put on there. 
I would not think of making that sort of request to anyone 
connected with the administration, but just to have on there 
someone who is not a New Dealer. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman would be in favor of 
putting some Jeffersonian Democrats on the committee? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes; a Jeffersonian Democrat, or just 
a plain Democrat, but not all New Dealers. New Dealers, 
I have noticed, exclude Democrats as well as Republicans. 
They exclude everyone whose mind does not run along 
with the mind of the administration, that is, except when 
the Supreme Court interferes with their political vote buying. 
It would be only fair where the distribution of public funds 
is involved and where quotas are fixed and the question of 
whether a farmer has conformed or not is to be determined, 
to have those allotments made, those quotas fixed, the ques
tion of conformity or nonconformity decided by a fair and 
impartial committee, and that cannot be done and that will 
not be done where the law is administered by those who be
lieve in regimentation, the control of the p1ivate lives of 
our farmers and their farms by the Secretary of Agricul
ture or his subordinates. 

You Democrats who opposed the packing of the Supreme 
Court and were threatened with political execution, you, if 
any there be, who have set aside your own good judgment 
at the request of some bureaucratic chief or subordinate, 
you who day in and day out, week after week, month after 
month have followed without sign of revolt the orders, not 
only of the President but those issued by the various De
partments, and who now find yourselves threatened with 
opposition in the next campaign by the administration or 
spokesmen for it, as some of the Senators who opposed the 
packing of the Court have been threatened, should have the 
situation in mind and for your own self-preservation as well 
as for other reasons, you should oppose this plan to 
strengthen the powers of the various Departments which at 
any moment may turn against and destroy you. 

The arbitrary authority which you helped to create in 
these various Departments and which some looked upon with 
complacency when it was used to defeat Republicans will, in 
the next campaign, be used against men who believe in the 
principles of the Democratic Party and who have long 
served that organization well and faithfully. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I am going to 

address myself for a few moments to the regimentation 
features of the bill and the pains and penalties to be im
posed upon the farmers of this country. 

This seems to be the year when we are celebrating the 
one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the Constitution 
of the United States. A great many individual liberties are 
guaranteed in that document. There is not a man on this 
floor who does not know that once you begin the regimenta
tion of any group in this country it is going to continue, and 
every man here knows from past experience that when you 
pass a bill with a few regimentation features in it, by the 
time the bureaucracy gets through with it, the principle is 
carried to the nth degree. Individual liberty is destroyed. 
You had that experience under the Blue Eagle. The Mem-

bers who voted for the N. R. A. never expected they were 
going to impose the penalties and bear down upon the free 
citizens of this country as was done under that act. 

May I illustrate how far these things go when some 
reigning power decides it ought to, for the general welfare, 
regiment its people. It is not so long ago in history that a 
bill comparable to this farm bill was passed and became 
law in Japan. The farmers were regimented down to the 
finest detail. Under that law a person who was assessed a 
hundred pounds of rice was forbidden to build a farmhouse 
exceeding 65 feet long. A farmer assessed 50 pounds of 
rice was held down to a farmhouse 46 feet long. He could 
not have an alcove in that house and the law prescribed that 
he could use only a certain quality of tile on the roof. 

The man who had property assessed at 20 pounds of rice 
was restricted to a thatched roof and he could not have 
even the comfort of a mat on the floor of his house. They 
carried the detail down to the point where they regimented 
the farmers' wives under that bill and prescribed what they 
could wear. It even prescribed the type of hairpins she had 
to wear. They had to be wooden hairoins. 

In every detail the farmer was regimented. He was regi
mented to the kind of clothes he could wear and the kind of 
dishes he could use on his table. What kind of a set-up did 
they have? Did they have a county unit? No; but they 
had almost the same set-up. 

They simply organized the Japanese families into house
holds of five or more; then there was a chief who was respon
sible to the higher power; in other words, the central au
thority. He was comparable to the county agent that we 
find in the pending bill. 

They imposed very drastic penalties in that country, and 
these penalties were all applied to the farmers. They even 
went so far as not only to stop freedom of speech among the 
farmers but they prescribed by law what the farmers could 
not say and prescribed under certain conditions what he must 
say, even to exact words and phrases. Whether that was 
done to get the right answer on a referendum conducted by 
the then secretary of agriculture history does not reveal, 
but the fact remains all of these drastic regulations had a 
certain effect upon the national character of the Japanese. 

Mr. Chairman, our farmers are not going to stand for any 
such regimentation program. It has been tried in past his
tory. As the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WADSWORTH] just stated, they are doing it now in Germany. 
All through history these things have been tried, and it has 
always meant the destruction of liberty. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
CLASSIFICATIONS FOR WHEAT 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I rise to call 
attention again to one provision in the bill if the bill is 
agreed to and becomes law as written. We have section 333, 
which reads: 

REGIONAL OR :MARKET CLASSIFICATION 

SEc. 333. The provisions of this part shall apply to wheat, but 
the Secretary is authorized after due notice and public hearing 
to interested parties to treat as a separate commodity any re
gional or market classification, type, or grade of wheat if he 
finds such treatment necessary in order adequately to effectuate 
the policy of this act with respect to such regional or market 
classification, type, or grade. 

The importance of that provision, which should go even 
further in my estimation, is evidenced by the fact that it is 
not hard spring wheat but the soft winter wheats that create 
the surpluses, if any. The increase alone in the estimated 
production of winter wheat for 1937 is equal to one-third of 
all the spring wheat produced. The Department of Agricul
ture's summary as of November shows these figures: 

1928--32 

Wheat, all kinds------------------------ 864, 532, 000 
Winter (of above)_----------------- 623, 220, 000 
Spring (of above)------------------- 241,312,000 
Durum spring (of above)___________ 53, 687, 000 
Other spring_______________________ 187, 625, 000 

1936 

626,461, ()()() 
519, 013, ()()() 
107, 448, ()()() 

8, 175, ()()() 
99,273,000 

1937 (pre
liminary) 

886, 895, ()()() 
688, 145. ()()() 
198, 750. ()()() 
28,335,000 

170, 415, 000 
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These figures show that normally, spring wheat is some

thing over one-third of winter wheat in production. And 
hard spring wheat is the choice flour wheat. But this year, 
although we have a supply above normal on the total of all 
wheat, spring wheat provides less than one-fourth of the 
total supply. They show that while winter wheat is 10 
percent above the average years from 1928 to 1932, spring 
wheat is 16 percent below the 5-year average. 

If a marketing quota is applied to wheat as a whole, the 
burden of the soft wheat surplus will fall in multiplied vio
lence on the hard-wheat producers. 

When we have a drought, it is the hard spring wheat that 
suffers. Look at the figures for 1936. While winter wheat 
was down 16 percent from normal, spring wheat as a whole 
was down 55 percent. And durum was down 80 percent. 

The wheat growers in the Dakotas feel that durum should 
be eliminated from the wheat classification as a whole and 
that separate classifications should also be made for other 
wheats according to market and regional trade customs. 

The matter is of national importance. Under the idea of 
the ever-normal granary, what wheat will be put in the 
granary? The surplus of soft wheat or good hard flour 
wheat? There never has been an overproduction of hard 
spring wheat, and in the national interest. it should have a 
separate classification so that the burden of a surplus in the 
soft wheats would not create a desperate shortage. 

As stated by an editorial in the Dakota Farmer: 
· To provide the ever-normal granary with bread wheat, its pro
duction must not be decreased. 

Five classification have been suggested as proper for allot-
ment purposes: 

1. Hard, red spring wheat. 
2. Durum wheat. 
3. Hard, red winter wheat. 
4. Soft, red winter wheat. • ·• 
5. White wheat. 

I am sure that recognition of these facts prompted the 
inclusion of section 333 in the bill author~zing the Secretary 
to ho~d hearings and make separate classifications if he 
finds it necessary to effectuate the purposes of the act. 

The people in my section would like to have an amend
ment providing that the Secretary shall make the proper 
classifications to treat the different kinds of wheat as sepa
rate commodities. The amendment they have suggested 
would direct the Secretary to hold the heruings and make a 
finding. May I ask the chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture if he feels section 333 is such that the Secretary will 
take notice of a demand or of a given situation and call these 
hearings in order to make these classifications? 

Mr. JONES. I think so. The objection to putting a 
direction in the bill for him to do that is the fact that 
in many years they will not need it and in other years they 
will. There is no use holding expensive hearings unless 
there is need for the hearings. I am sure the Secretary 
will hold hearings when the need is apparent. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JONES. I believe there is considerable misunder

standing about the purposes of this particular part. This 
does not in any way interfere with the normal flow of a 
normal crop of wheat, and does not contain any sort of 
production control. Provision is made in title n for loans. 
Without this part of title m we shall simply have soil con
servation plus loans on a reasonable basis when there is 
about to be a price collapse. Only when there are more than 
a billion bushels of wheat on hand, including the production 
from that crop year. can the quotas be effective, and then 
only is less than one-third of the farmers who would be 
.subject to such quotas do not favor the imposition of quotas. 

Think back over previous years and recall what a supply 
of a billion bushels means in terms of prices. In 1931 we 
bad in my section of the country a price of 18 cents per 
bushel for wheat. It would not be regimentation if you 
simply provide that when conditions reach such an absurd 
length the farmers. if they wish, may not do more than 
require a grower to hold off the market a certain· percentage 
of his production. 

Right in the Constitution, that they talk about, it is stated 
that Congress shall have the right to regulate commerce be
tween the States. You talk about regimentation! When 
you enact a high-tariff system which takes care of the in
dustrial wing of this country and then want to link with that 
a provision which will inevitably in the surplus years drive 
us back to 20-cent wheat you provide for regimentation of 
a far worse type than a provision which will enable the 
farmers to get a fair price for their products. I do not want 
to be regimented back to the dark days of 1931 and 1932. 
Do you? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. No, I am sorry; I do not have the time. 
\Ve have here a very mUd provision. We have the soil-con

servation amendments, which I hope is sufficient to handle 
the whole situation, and I believe it probably will with the 
exception of perhaps 1 year in 10. However, when we reach 
the terrible situation where we have the loans, and we have 
the surplus supplies, and then a bumper wheat crop comes 
along, while we are selling all we can abroad-and we have 
a provision for the use of over $100,000,000 to do this selling 
abroad, even paying losses on such sales-if you vote to strike 
out this title and vote that the farmer must shoulder a 
weight of 20 or 25 cents a bushel, even though two-thirds 
of them want to impose quotas, then. in effect. you vote for 
a kind of regimentation that absolutely wrecks the whole 
farm population of this country. If you join with those who 
believe in the high-tariff system and are unwilling to go 
along with the philosophy even of the man who first advo
cated the high-tariff system, then you vote for a result which 
in the bad years will mean another price collapse, with its 
consequent destruction of farm purchasing power and even
tual industrial collapse. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendmenfof

fered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. BACON) there were-ayes 42, noes 87. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PIERCE. ·Mr. Chairman, I ·offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: · 
Amendment offered by Mr. PIERcE: Page 16, line 1, after the 

words "marketing quotas", insert "and allotment payments." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment to 
page 16. We have passed that section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. JONES. I make the point of order, Mr. Chairman, 

that the amendment is not germane. 
The CHAIRMAN. That section has been passed; there

fore the point of order is sustained. 
The Clerk will report the further amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Oregon. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PIERCE: Page 44, line 3, strike out 

the words, "marketing quotas" and insert in lieu thereof the 
words "allotment payments." 

Page 50, strike out lines 18 to 25, inclusive. 
Pages 51, 52, 53, and 54, strike out entire pages and insert 1n 

lieu thereof the following section: 
"SEC. 337. (a) As soon as practicable following the close of each 

marketing year for wheat, the Secretary shall make allotment 
payments with respect to each farm upon which the acreage 
devoted to wheat during such marketing year is not in excess of 
the applicable acreage allotment for the farm: Provided, however, 
That, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary, 
reduced payments may be made for substantial compliance with 
such acreage allotment. The allotment payments shall be at the 
rate of 15 cents per bushel of the normal production of the farm 
acreage allotment of wheat for such marketing year, but in no 
case shall the rate of payment per bushel exceed the amount by 
which the average parity price exceeds the average of prices re
ceived by farmers for wheat in the United States during such 
marketing year. 

"(b) The allotment payments provided for in subsection (a) of 
this section shall be made upon such terms and conditions, and 
in such manner, as the Secretary determines will carry out the 
policy of this title. 

"(c) Such payments may be made, subject to the consent of 
the farmer, in the form of wheat, in such amounts as the Secre
tary determines are equivalent to money payments at the rates 
set forth in subsection (a) of this section." 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Is the only difference between this 

amendment and the Coffee amendment that the amendment 
of the gentleman from Oregon provides a 15-cent-per-bushel 
payment to the wheat farmer? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not consider that a 
parliamentary inquiry. The Coffee amendment was to strike 
out the title. 

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. PIERCEJ. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CoFFEE]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota) there were-ayes 77, noes 51. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 
Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 

Mr. JoNES and Mr. CoFFEE of Nebraska. 
The Committee again divided and the tellers reported that 

there were-ayes 85, noes 76. 
. So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer a preferential mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BoiLEAu moves that the Committee do now rise and report 

the bill back to the House With the recommendation that the 
enacting clause be stricken out. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves 
that the Committee do now rise and report the bill back to 
the House with the recommendation that the enacting clause 
be stricken out. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I call your attention to the 

fact that the Committee has just now taken action which, if 
followed with reference to the other commodities, would 
mean doing away with marketing quotas, and I presume that, 
certainly, if the MemHers of the House do not want market
ing quotas on wheat, they do not want marketing quotas on 
rice, com, tobaccco, and cotton, becal.!Sf as I gather, the feel
ing here, there is a stronger sentiment against marketing 
quotas with respect to these other commodities than there is 
with respect to wheat. So I am assuming it will be the 
judgment of the Committee to strike out these marketing 
quotas. 

If this be true there is nothing left in the bill that is not 
already provided for under existing law. 

Bear in mind this bill has three or four different features. 
In the first place, we provide in the first part of the bill for 
certain amendments to the existing soil conservation and 
domestic allotment plan, but also bear in mind that there is 
not a thing that can be done, at least for the 1938 crop, 
under the amendments we propose in this bill that cannot 
be done under existing law. As a matter of fact, the Depart
ment of Agriculture has already submitted to the public the 
1938 soil-conservation and domestic-allotment plan, and they 
tell the Committee that even if we do pass this bill, with the 
soil-conservation features as written into the measure, and 
with the proposed amendment that will be offered by the 
gentleman from nlinois [Mr. LucAs], which amendment is 
now pending, and even if that amendment shouJd be adopted, 
there is nothing in the bill, so far as the soil-conservation 
program is concerned, that can be done in 1938 or will be 
done in 1938 that cannot be done or will not be done under 
existing law. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I am sorry I cannot yield now. If I get 

more time, I shall be pleased to yield to the gentleman. 
I am offering this motion in all seriousness, and not as a 

pro forma motion. I submit that so far as soil conservation 
is concerned, there is nothing in the bill we need for thiS 
year. Secondly, we come to the loan provisions. We provide 
for loans, but the loans are not compulsory, and I submit to 
you that under existing law the Surplus Commodity Corpora-

tion can make the loans as provided in this bill. So we do 
not need the bill for that PU11>0se. 

What else is there left in the bill? Marketing quotas; and 
you have just taken action striking out the marketing quota 
for wheat, and I presume you will want to do the same thing 
with reference to the other commodities. 

Mr. Chairman, I make this motion not as one opposed to 
a farm program. I am in favor of a farm program; but I 
submit that the Committee on Agriculture, of which I have 
the honor of being a member, has not presented a bill that 
meets the approval of the membership of this House. [AP
plause.] If we strike out the enacting clause here and now, 
rather than waiting 2 or 3 more days to recommit the bill, 
it seems to me the Committee on Agriculture will then know 
the attitude of the Members of the House, and we will go 
back into the committee and will work out a bill on a dif
ferent theory and base it upon a different principle. We will 
take the bill introduced by Members on your majority side
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. EICHER] and the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MASSINGALE]-a bill, as I understand 
it, based on a different philosophy. It is a bill based on 
cost of production, and it brings up the parity price, too. As 
a matter of fact, I may say to the gentleman from Texas, 
who just made a suggestion to me, that he ought to be for 
such a program, because I do not know of any program 
which is more in harmony with the result which the gentle
man advocated before the committee; and I appeal to you 
cotton people to let us get together on a program that will 
meet the wishes of the American people. The American 
people do not desire this type of program. They want '* 
farm program, but they do not want this kind of program; 
and, in view of the fact that everything left in the bill can 
be done under existing law, we are not hurting anybody if 
we knock this bill into a cocked hat and send it back to the 
committee, and I know our committee will find a way of 
bringing back a bill here that will do justice to the American 
farmer. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I am amazed at some of the 
statements of my good friend from Wisconsin [Mr. BoiLEAU]. 
In the first place, a vote by about one-third of the member
ship of the House is not final by any means on an amend
ment. [Applause.] The gentleman then follows with the 
statement that there is nothing else in the bill. There is a 
tremendous amount of other things in the bill, even though 
the House should eliminate the wheat quota. In the first 
place, there is a provision for allotting acreage for soil con
servation purposes on the tilled acreage basis, which prac
tically all the farmers in every section of the country want. 
That would go out, and you see again what a jam we get in 
sometimes when we follow the wishes of a gentleman, like 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU], fine fellow 
though he is, who wants to wreck the bill, because he wants 
a particular thing. They have tried to correlate people who 
want a half dozen different types of bills. What he wants 
is the price-fixing bill. Somebody else wants the domestic
allotment plan, and so on, but there are other things in this 
bill. In the second place, we provide the domestic-allotment 
plan may be used. We also provide for the Secretary to 
make applications to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and fight them through for adjustments in the discrimina
tion against agriculture in freight rates. Certainly that 
should stay in the bill. We provide for a fund of $125,000,000 
for widening the distribution of farm commodities and their 
products at home and abroad, making it the duty of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to use this fund. I think that is 
the most important provision in the bill. [Applause.] 

I believe in the philosophy of selling all of the farm 
products and their commodities, both here and abroad, that 
can be sold at anything like a reasonable price. This bill is 
riven through, if you will tum over to the latter part of it, 
with provisions that stimuJate an effort to broaden and widen 
the distribution of farm commodities, and I think that is a 
tremendously important provision. But as a matter of fact 
surely, surely, this Congress that can remember the days of 
1931 and 1932, when the destruction of the purchasing power 
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of farmers brought down the business of America and left 
the smokestacks of industry rusting in idleness, will not be led 
astray by the gentleman from Wisconsin. Are you gentle
men, simply because you happen to be in a whim, going to 
vote to destroy any farm bill? The bill suggested by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin can never pass this House at this 
time. The time may come when it can, but when you talk 
about regimentation, when you fix the price and put every
body in jail or fine them for selling at a price below the fixed 
price, then you will have to have a tariff as high as Haman, 
and you will have to have a 12-cent tariff on cotton and go 
over, lock, stock, and barrel, to the philosophy that de
stroyed the export business of this country. Are you going 
to do that? I do not believe you will. [Applause.] 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. All time has expired. The question is on the 
motion of the gentleman from Wisconsin that the Com
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that the enacting clause be 
stricken out. 

The question was taken, and on a division, demanded by 
Mr. BOILEAU, there were-ayes 44, noes 142. 

So the motion was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The clerk will read. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, in order to save time I ask 

that part 4 be read by title, and be inserted in full in the 
RECORD, and be subject to amendment at any point. - , 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks 
unanimous consent that , part 4 be read only by title, and 
that amendments be offered to any part of the title. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the right to object. Is it the purpose to discuss that and 
have amendments offered this afternoon? 

Mr . . JONES. I hope at least to have the perfecting 
amendments offered, but may not vote ·on any motion that 
may be made with reference to the entire title. I hope to 
get the perfecting amendments disposed of this afternoon. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the title. 
Part IV is a.s follows: 

PART IV-MARKETING QuoTAS-COTToN 

.LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 

SEc. 351. Excessive surpluses and violent fluctuations of supplies 
of cotton on the Nation-wide market are detrimental to the gen
eral welfare of the Nation. Excessive surpluses of such supplies 
destroy the income of cotton farmers, their purchasing power for 
industrial products, and the value of the agricultural assets sup
porting the national credit structure. Violently fluctuating sup
plies result in excessive prices to consumers and loss of markets 
by farmers. 

In the absence of effective legislation, surpluses of cotton will 
accumulate and violent fluctuation of supplies will occur. 

The general welfare requires that such recurring surpluses and 
fluctuations be minimized; that supplies of cotton adequate to 
meet domestic consumption and export requirements in years 
of drought, flood, and other adverse conditions, as well as in years 
of plenty, be maintained; and that the soil resources of the Nation 
be not wasted in the production of excessive supplies. 

The conditions affecting the production and marketing of cot
ton are such that, without the exercise of Federal powers, farmers, 
individually or in cooperation, cannot effectively prevent the re
currence of such surpluses and fluctuations, maintain their in
·comes in a fair balance with the incomes of individuals other than 
·farmers, maintain nonmil carry-overs of cotton, or provide for the 
orderly marketing thereof. . 
. Th~ marketing of abnormally excessive supplies of cotton mate
rially affects the volume thereof in interstate and foreign com
merce, disrupts the orderly marketing- of cotton therein, reduces 
the prices for cotton with consequent injury to and destruction 
of such commerce, causes disparity between prices of such com
modity and industrial products in interstate and foreign commerce 
with consequent diminution of the volume of such commerce in 
industrial products, and otherwise acutely and directly affects. 
burdens, and obstructs interstate and foreign commerce. The con
tinuously operative provisions of this part are necessary in order 
to minimize recurring surpluses and fluctuations in the supplies 
of cotton; to provide for the maintenance of adequate reserve sup
plies and further the orderly marketing of cotton; and to maintain 
a fair balance between the incomes of farmers and the incomes 
of individuals other than farmers. .The provisions of this part for 
the regulation of marketings by producers of cotton, whenever 

abnormally excessive supplies thereof. exist, are necessary in order 
to maintain an orderly flow of cotton in interstate and foreign com
merce under such conditions. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 352. For the purposes of this part-
(a) "Cotton" does not include cotton the stapl~ of which 1a 

one and one-half inches or more in length. 
(b) "Marketing year" shall be the period from August 1 of one 

year to July 31 of the succeeding year. 
(c) "Total supply" of cotton for any marketing year shall be 

the carry-over at the begi.nning of such marketing year plus the 
estimated production thereof in the United States during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

(d) "Carry-over" of cotton for any marketing year shall be the 
quantity thereof produced in the United States and on hand 
either within or without the United States at the beginning of 
such marketing year, not including any of the production thereof 
in the United States during the calendar year then current. 
. (e) "Normal year's domestic consumption" of cotton shall be 
the yearly average quantity of cotton consumed in the United 
States during the 10 marketing years immediately preceding the 
marketing year in which such consumption is determined, ad
justed for current trends in such consumption. 

(f) "Normal year's exports" of cotton shall be the yearly average 
quantity of cotton produced in the United States and exported 
therefrom during the 10 marketing years immediately preceding 
the marketing year in which such exports are determined, ad
justed for current trends in such exports. 

(g) "Normal supply" of cotton shall be a normal year's do
mestic consumption and exports, plus 40 percent of a normal 
year's domestic consumption and exports as an allowance for a 
normal carry-over. . 

(h) "National average yield" of cotton shall be the national 
average yteld ·per acre · of cotton duribg · the 5 calendar- years · im
mediately . preceding the calendar year in which such national 
average yield is used in any computation authorized in this part, 
adjusted for abnormal weather conditions and trends in yields .. 

(i) "Normal yield" of cotton for any farm shall be the average 
yield per acre thereof during the 5 calendar years immediately 
preceding the calendar· year 1n which such normal yield is used 
in any computation authorized under this part, adjusted for ab• 
J.?.Ormal weather conditions and trend in yields. If for any reason 
there is no actual yield, or the data therefor are not available, for 
any year, then an appraised yield for such year, determined in ac· 
cordance with regulations of the Secretary, shall be used. If, on 
account of drought, flood, insect pests, or other uncontrollable 
natural cause, the production in any year of such 5-year period 
is less than 75 per centum of the average (computed without 
regard to such year), such year shall be eliminated in calculating 
the normal yield per acre. 

( j) "Normal production" of any number of acres of cotton on 
a farm means the normal yield for the farm times such number 
of acres. 

(k) "Actual production" of any number of acres of cotton on a 
farm means the actual average yield for the farm times such 
number of acres. 

(1) "Marketed" shall be the disposition by sale, barter, exchange, 
or gift, or to be so disposed of; and the term "for market" means 
for disposition in any such manner. 

(m) "Tilled acreage" shall be farm land which is tllled annually 
or in a regular rotation. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS OF SUPPLIES AND ALLOTMENTS 

SEc. 353. Not later than November 15 in each calendar year the 
Secretary shall ascertain and announce the total supply and the 
normal supply of cotton for the marketing year commencing 
August 1 of such calendar year and shall also ascertain and an .. 
nounce the national acreage allotment for the next succeeding 
calendar year. 

NATIONAL ACREAGE .ALLOTMENT 

SEc. 354. The national acreage allotment of cotton for any 
calendar year shall be that acreage which the Secretary deter· 
mines will, on the basis of the national average yield for cotton, 
produce an amount thereof adequate, together with the estimated 
carry-over from the marketing year ending in such calendar year, 
to make available a supply for the marketing year commenci.ng in 
such calendar year equal to the -normal supply. The national 
acreage allotment for any year shall not be less than 60 percent of 
the average acreage planted to cotton· during the 10-year period 
ended December 31, 1932. 

APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 

SEc. 355. (a) The national acreage -allotment for cotton -for each 
year shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several 
States on the basis of the acreage devoted to the production of 
cotton during the 5 calendar years immediately preceding the 
calendar year in which the national acreage allotment is deter
mined . (plus, in applicable years, the acreage diverted under 
previous agricultural conservation and adjustment programs) with 
adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and trends in 
acreage during the applicable period. 

(b) Ninety-five percent of the State acreage allotment shall be 
_apportioned annually by the Secretary to the counties and other 
administrative areas in the State. The allotment to any county 
or other local administrative area shall be apportioned annually 
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by the Secretary, through the local coriunittee, among the farms 
Within such county or area, on which cotton has been planted at 
least once during the 5 years immediately preceding the year for 
which the allotment is made, so that the allotment of each farm 
shall be a prescribed percentage of the average (during such 
5-year period) of the tilled acres of the farm, which percentage 
shall be the same for all farms in the county or area. The allot
ment to any farm on which cotton has been planted during at 
least one of such years shall be that proportion of the farm acreage 
allotment which would otherwise be made which the number of 
such years bears to five. 

(c) Two and one-half percent of the State acreage allotment 
shall be apportioned to farms in such State which were not used 
for cotton production during any of the 5 calendar years im
mediately preceding the year for which the allotment is made, 
on the basis of land, labor, and equipment available for the pro
duction of cotton; crop-rotation practices; and the soil and other 
physical facilities a1fecting the production of cotton. 

(d) Two and one-half percent of the State acreage allotment 
(plus any amount of the State acreage allotment not appor
tioned pursuant to subsection (c)) shall be apportioned in 
such State to owners, cash tenants, and fixed or standing rent 
tenants, operating farms to which an allotment of not exceeding 
15 acres has been made under the apportionment of the allot
ment to the county or administrative area. Such additional 
allotment shall be made upon such basis as the Secretary deems 
fair and equitable. 

(e) In determining allotments under subsections (b), (c), and 
(d), the Secretary shall also take into consideration the acreage 
on the farm devoted during such 5-year period to the production 
of any one or more of the following soil-depleting commodities: 
Tobacco, wheat, field corn, and rice. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, if, for 
any reason other than flood or drought, the acreage planted to 
cotton on the farm during any calendar year is less than 80 
percent of the farm acreage allotment for cotton for such year, 
the farm acreage allotment shall be 25 percent in excess of such 
planted acreage. 

:MARKETING QUOTAS 

SEc. 356. Whenever the · Secretary determines that the total 
supply of cotton, as of August 1 of any year, exceeds by more than 
15 percent the normal supply thereof for the marketing year 
commencing on that date, the Secretary shall announce such fact 
not later than November 15 of such year, and marketing quotas 
shall be in effect during the marketing year beginning on August 
1 of the next succeeding calendar year with respect to the crop of 
cotton grown in such calendar year. Cotton produced in the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins shall be sub
ject to the quotas in e1fect for such marketing year, notwith
standing that it may be marketed prior to August 1. 

AMOUNT OF FARM MERKETING QUOTAS 

SEc. 357. The farm marketing quota for any farm shall be an 
amount of cotton equal to the normal production or the actual 
production, whichever is the greater, of the farm acreage allotment 
for such farm. The penalties provided for in section 360 shall not 
apply to the production of any producer on whose farm the acreage 
planted to cotton does not exceed the farm acreage allotment for 
such farm. 

REFERENDUM 

SEC. 358. Not later than December 15 of any calendar year in 
which an announcement of farm marketing quotas pursuant to the 
provisions of this part has been made the Secretary shall conduct 
a referendum of all farmers who will be subject to such quotas to 
determine whether they favor or oppose such quotas. If more than 
one-third of the farmers voting in the referendum oppose such 
quotas, the Secretary shall, prior to the end of such calendar year, 
announce the result of the referendum, and upon such announce
ment the quotas shall become ine1fective. 

ADJUSTMENT OF FARM MARKETING QUOTAS 

SEC. 359. (a) If, prior to July l.in any calendar year. the Secretary 
has reason to believe that the farm marketing quotas announced 
with respect to the crop to be produced in such calendar year will 
prevent a supply ·of cotton equal to the normal supply from being 
available for marketing during the marketing year commencing in 
such calendar vear, he shall cause an investigation to be made with 
respect thereto, in the course of which due notice and opportunity 
for hearing shall be given to interested persons. If, upon the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds the existence of such fact, 
he shall announce the same forthwith and shall specify such in
crease in, or termination of, existing quotas as he finds on the 
basis of such investigation is necessary to make available for mar
keting during such market!ng year a supply of cotton equal to the 
normal supply. 

(b) If the Secretary has reason to believe that, because of a na
tional emergency or because of a material increase in export de
mand, any national marketing quota for cotton should be termi
nated, he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to 
determine whether the termination of such quota. is necessary in 
order to effectuate the declared policy of this act or to meet an in
creased demand arising from such export demand or such emer
gency. If, upon the basis of such investigation, the Secretary finds 
that such termination is necessary, he shall immediately announce 
such finding, and thereupon such quota. shall terminate. 

PENALTIES 

SEC. 360. (a) Any person who markets cotton from a farm in 
excess of the farm-marketing quota and any person who knowingly 
acquires cotton so marketed shall be subject to a penalty of 2 cents 
per pound of the excess so marketed, but not more than one penalty 
shall be collectced with respect to the same cotton. 

(b) The penalties provided for in subsection (a) of this section 
shall be collected and paid in such manner, at such time, and 
under such conditions (either by requiring returns to be made and 
filed, or by stamps, coupons, tickets, books, tags, or other reason
able devices or methods necessary or helpful in securing a com
plete and proper collection and payment of such penalties or in 
properly identifying marketings which are free from penalties) as 
the Secretary may by regulations prescribe. The penalties pro
vided for under subsection (a) of this section shall be collected 
under the direction of the Secretary and shall be covered into the 
general fund of the Treasury of the United States. 

(c) The Secretary is hereby authorized to examine such books 
papers, records, accounts, correspondence, contracts, documents, 
and memoranda, the examination of which he has reason to believe 
is necessary to enable him to carry out the provisions of this part 
which are within the control of producers. warehousemen, ginners. 
common carriers, and persons engaged in the business of pur
chasing cotton from farmers. 

(d) All information reported to or acquired by the Secretary 
pursuant to this section shall be kept confidential by the De
partment, except that such information as the Secretary deems 
relevant may be disclosed in a suit or administrative hearing 
involving the administration of this part. 

PUBLICATION AND REVIEW OF QUOTAS 

SEC. 361. The farm marketing quotas for cotton established for 
farms in a county or other local administrative area shall be made 
available for public inspection and may be reviewed in the manner 
provided in part VI of this title. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend
ment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 58, line 10, 

strike out the word "five" and insert the word "ten." 
Page 58, line 19, strike out ''five-year" and insert "ten-year." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following com

mittee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment o1fered by Mr. JoNES: Page 58, line 18, 

before the word "or'' insert ''plant disease." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, a further committee amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 63, line 10, after the word "referendum" insert a comma 

and the word "by secret ballot." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, a further committee amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 63, line 5, 

after the period, insert: "The penalties provided for in section 
360 shall not apply to the production of any producer if the pro
duction on his farm does not exceed 1,500 pounds of lint cotton." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that is an amendment in 
which a great many Members are interested, who come from 
the cotton States. It is in accord with · an amendment here
tofore presented in the Bankhead Act by Mr. DoXEY. · A 
number of Members have expressed an interest in an exemp
tion, and this amendment is unanimously reported from the 
committee. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chai,rman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. RANKIN. Would the gentleman agree to an amend

ment to make that 2,000 pounds? That is only four bales. 
The trouble we had with the old Bankhead bill in the begin
ning was that you cut the quota of the small farmer down 
to where he could not make enough money to pay his taxes. 
I think the gentleman ought to agree to make this four 
bales instead of three. 
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Mr. JONES. When you consider the tenants and share

croppers, there are 2,300,000 cotton farmers, and when you 
put this exemption at three bales, I think that is as far as 
you can go and have any program. 

Mr. RANKIN. Suppose you made it four bales, that would 
still make all these individual farmers-! mean the people 
who do the actual work-raise less than 10,000,000 bales. If 
you make this three bales, evidently some of these tenants 
will raise a great deal more than that, and some of these 
men who own small farms and who owe debts on those 
farms and who have interest and taxes to pay cannot do so 
with three bales of cotton. 

Mr. JONES. May I suggest that if you do that and de
stroy the program, you will find those who grow two or three 
bales much worse off, because you will have a price collapse 
if you do not have some sort of program. I think the com
mittee has been quite reasonable in providing 1,500 pounds 
of lint cotton as an exemption. I hope the gentleman will 
not press that matter. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. FULMER. In addition to that, we have set aside 2Y2 

percent of the total State allotment to give additional acre
age to any farmer whose acreage does not exceed 15 acres. 

Mr. RANKIN. But the trouble is if the Ford amendment 
should be stricken from the bill when we go back into the 
House; then you would leave this cotton allotted by counties, 
and the poor hill counties, where the farmers live who do 
their own work, would have their county quota cut down and 
the result would be that these small farmers would have 
their individual quotas cut down to where they could not 
raise enough cotton to meet their obligations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JoNEsJ has expired. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition. I wish 
to offer an amendment to strike out "1,500" and insert 
"2,000." I desire to address myself to that amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman offer the amend
ment now? 
. Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. RANKIN to the committee amend
ment: In the last line, strike out "1,500" and insert in lieu thereof 
"2,000." 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment I have 
offered simply means raising the quota of the small farmer 
from three bales of cotton to four bales. I would much pre
fer to see it raised to five bales, but I know from the attitude 
of the House that you would not be willing to go that far. 

In offering this amendment, I am not questioning the Com
mittee on Agriculture. I know that committee has done the 
best it could, but I have seen the effects of the first Bankhead 
bill, when they cut the acreage of the small farmers in the 
hill counties to the very minimum. 

They are the men who have always diversified. The small 
farmer has always grown his own corn, or a large part of it. 
He has tried to raise his own hay, his own sorghum, and 
his potatoes and other things on which his family had to live. 
He is the man who ought not be disturbed at all. He is not 
the man who is overproducing cotton. It is the man on the 
large plantations, where they do not plant anything but 
cotton. Under the old Bankhead bill they cut those men, 
those small white farmers, down to where many of them 
could not raise enough cotton to pay their taxes. Many of 
them came to me with tears in their eyes and simply said 
they could not raise enough cotton to pay the taxes on their 
land and the interest on their debts. Many of them lost 
their farms, while the large planters profited at their expense. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield. 
Mr. MAHON of Texas. I would say the average west 

Texas cotton producer produces at least 25 bales a year, on 

the average. Would not the gentleman's amendment tend to 
give the allotment all to the small farmers, and there would 
not be anything left? 

Mr. RANKIN. No; it would not. But it would give the 
small white farmer a chance to live. This Government has 
asked these small white farmers to diversify, and now you 
propose to punish them for it. There are other sections of 
the country where they make 25 bales to the mule or the 
family, but as a rule they do not make anything else. Those 
people should not have a right to raise all the cotton, to the 
exclusion of the small white farmers who do diversify. 

I submit that the man who owns his land, who lives on it, 
is worth more to this country, because of the fact that he 
does try to own his home and rear his family and pay taxes 
and maintain the community, than is the Negro tenant or 
the Mexican tenant, who does not try to own anything and 
who raises nothing but cotton. 

I go further than that. This smalf white farmer who 
raises a few bales of cotton each year, and who rais~ his 
own com, his own hay, his own hogs, chickens, cows, pota
toes, peas, and other diversified crops, and who pays his 
taxes and helps to maintain the community, is worth more 
to that community than the large absentee landlord who 
controls thousands of acres of rich land, works it with Negro 
or Mexican tenants, and raises nothing but cotton. They are 
the ones who drew these large payments of $50,000 to $100,: 
000 a year under the old Bankhead bill while the small white 
farmer had his production reduced to where he could not 
survive. 

He is the man who was penalized, and he is the man whose 
battles I am fighting when I ask you to adopt this amend
ment to permit him to raise at least four bales of cotton and 
not cut him down to where he cannot live and give it to the 
man with the large plantation that is never operated except 
by tenants, where they grow practically no corn, where they 
grow nothing on which to live, where they never have diversi
fied, and probably never will. If we are going to do justice 
to the farmers of the country let us protect those little 
fellows who have been diversifying all the time, doing what 
this Government has asked them to do. Let us not penalize 
them by cutting their quotas so low that they cannot make a 
living. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. When the gentleman refers to 2,000 

pounds, under the rules and regulations of the Department 
would that mean 2,000 pounds net or would they shave it 
down? 

Mr. RANKIN. No; that would not be shaved down; that 
is 2,000 pounds of lint cotton. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Was it not shaved down under the 
Bankhead Act? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; but we did not have this provision in 
the Bankhead Act. We ought to have a provision in this 
bill giving the small farmer the right to raise at least 2,000 
pounds of lint cotton. That is on four bales. I can see no 
reason why we should not· adopt this amendment and pro
tect the little fellow who has been struggling all these years 
against all kinds of adversity trying to protect himself. I 
would like to see it increased to five bales, but I fear the 
House would not go with me. I am having so much trouble 
with this amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANKIN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, does not the gentleman 

think that if we grant an exemption of 2,000 pounds, re
membering that there are 2,300,000 farmers in the country, 
that it will wreck the program? 

Mr. RANKIN. No; it will not wreck the program. 
They need that much in order to live. We know all of 

them will not raise that amount, but some have to raise that 
much. Even if they did, that would only be 9,200,000 bales. 
Now, do you want to take it away from the little fellow 
and give it to the big planters with their tenants who never 
raised anything but cotton? 
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Mr. COOLEY. We have given them an exemption. 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes; he has been given an exemption of 

three bales by the committee, largely as a result of the per
sistent efforts of my colleague from Mississippi [Mr. DoXEY], 
for which I know the small farmers of -mY State will be 
grateful. 

But I think we ought to go further and give them an 
exemption· of four or five bales apiece if we are going to 
pass legislation of this kind. 

I want to congratulate the committee on the provision 
in the bill basing the acreage allotted to cotton on the 
amount of land in cultivation. That will at least insure 
the small farmer against discrimination as between him and 
his neighbors. 

I wish that a plan could have been worked out to more 
equitably distribute the allotment as between counties in the 
same State so the large, black counties could not claim the 
lion's share over the small, white counties in the hill section. 

I hope when we go back into the House for final passage 
of this measure we can vote out the Boileau amendment, 
which reads as follows: 

And {except for lands which the Secretary determines should 
not be utilized for the harvesting of crops but should be perma
nently used for grazing purposes only) shall be furth~r conditioned 
upon the utilization of the land, with respect to which ~uch pay
ment is made, so that soil-building and soil-conservmg cr?ps 
planted or produced on lands normally used for the production 
of cotton, wheat, rice, tobacco, or field corn ~hall be use~ for the 
purpose of building and conserving the fertility of the so1l, or for 
the production of agricultural commodities to be consumed on 
the farm, and not for market. As used in this subsection the 
term "for market" means for disposition by sale, barter, exchange, 
or gift, or by feeding (in any form) to poultry or livestock which, 
or the products of which, are to be sold, bartered, exchanged. or 
given away; and such terms shall not include consumption on the 
farm. An agricultural commodity shall be deemed consumed on 
the farm if consumed by the farmer's family, employees, or house
hold, or by his work stock; or if fed to poultry or livestock on 
his farm and such poultry or livestock, or the products thereof, 
are to be consumed by his family, employees, or household. 

Everyone knows that amendment is directed at the dairy 
industry in the South and West. Why should we penalize 
our farmers for diversifying-doing the very thing they have 
been urged by the Department of Agriculture to do for the 
last 40 years? Why try to wreck our small dairy farmers 
with an amendment of this kind? 

I believe I represent more small dairy farmers than any 
other Member of this House from a Southern State. The 
farmers of my district are selling more than 1,000,000 pounds 
of milk a day. The district produces the best milk, the best 
butter, and the finest cheese to be found in the world. Our 
cattle are free from tuberculosis, they have no anthrax, 
Bang's disease, contagious abortion, or other maladies that 
are transmitted to human beings through the use of milk or 
milk products. Our soil is sufficiently saturated with iodine 
to prevent people who eat those dairy products from con
tracting the horrible disease of goiter, so prevalent in the 
State of the author of this vicious amendment. 

If it is not eliminated from the bill. either here or in the 
Senate, or in conference, and this measure finally becomes 
law, there are methods by which our farmers can avoid its 
unjust penalties. There is usually a legitimate way to avoid 
the evil effects of a dishonest law or the penalties of an 
unjust regulation. 

The vicious attitude toward the South that is constantly 
manifested by some Members of this body may be written 
into law or inserted by amendments of this. kind, but they 
can never be enforced. Our farmers are not slaves. They 
do not have to sell their birthright for a mess of pottage. 

There are ways in which our farmers can escape the 
penalties of this vicious amendment, and if it remains in the 
bill I shall take delight in informing the farmers in my 
district how to do it. 

I demand justice, and not injustice, for the farmers I 
represent. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this amendment and all amendments to this 
amendment close in 3 minutes. 

Mr. TARVER. Does the gentleman mean his amend
ment? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment, and 

should like 5 minutes in which to discuss it. 
Mr. JONES. I will let the gentleman present it. Mr. 

Chairman, I modify my request to make the time 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani
mous consent that all debate on the amendments offered 
by him and all amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I shall not object with the 
understanding that I may have 5 minutes within which to 
discuss the amendment I propose to offer. Otherwise I 
shall be obliged to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not in position to give 
the gentleman any assurance in that respect. 

Mr. TARVER. I shall then be obliged to object, !\Ir. 
Chairman. 

Mr. JONES. I will be glad to have the gentleman take 
his time right now. 

Mr. TARVER. With that assurance I shall not object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I would like just a minute 

on the pending amendment. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recog

nized for 2 minutes. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, whatever the House may 

think about the provisions for marketing quotas, I hope they 
will not adopt the amendment offered by my good friend 
from Mississippi. 

We cannot, here in Congress, control land titles or the 
handling of land so far as titles are concerned; the States 
have that privilege. There are 2,300,000 and some odd indi
vidual farmers when you consider the tenants and share
croppers as part of the farm. 

Now, there are some of those who do not grow three bales. 
Some of them grow only two bales. Some in the marginal 
areas grow only one bale. You will not help those fellows 
by raising this exemption to four bales. By adopting this 
amendment you will bring in a vast number of exemptions 
that would practically destroy the effect of the quota pro
visions. Let us have the quota provisions or not have them. 
If we are to have them, let us have them in something like 
a workable and real form. 

May I say further there were no exemptions at first in 
the Bankhead bill. There was later inserted an exemption 
of not to exceed two bales. Here we have an exemption of 
all producers of every type who produce not to exceed three 
bales. The average of all producers is only about five and 
one-half and even this year it will not run much more than 
six bales. The normal production runs from five and one
half to six bales. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield for a question. The gentleman had 

5 minutes and I only have 2. 
Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman talks about wrecking the 

program. As a matter of fact, my amendment would merely 
raise his own exemption from 3 to 4 bales. 

:Mr. JONES. Raising this would bring in a vast number, 
and it would not do anybody much good. If we are going 
to have a program, let us have a good program. If you do 
not want a program, vote it out entirely. That is your 
privilege. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee will not agree to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. RANKINJ. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was re
jected. 
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Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 

the committee amendment, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
I move to amend the committee amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas by inserting, after the word "pro
ducer", the words "whether owner, tenant, or sharecropper." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVER]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TARVEB. to the committee amendment: 

After the word "producer", in the second line, insert "whether 
owner, tenant, or sharecropper." 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent. 
that the committee amendment, as amended by the amend
ment just offered, may be reported without taking it out of 
the gentleman's time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment as amended. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
The penalties provided for in section 360 shall not apply to the 

production of any producer, whether owner, tenant, or share
cropper, if the production on his farm does not exceed 1,500 
pounds of lint cotton. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Agri
culture by some sort of administrative legerdemain which I 
have never been able to understand, has construed the word 
"producer" not to include a sharecropper. The pending 
amendment as drawn by the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture will insure an exemption of three bales to 
landowners and to tenants, but not to sharecroppers. 

The sharecropper, Mr. Chairman, is .the man who works 
the land. The landlord furnishes the stock and utensils, 
and the sharecropper receives as his wages one-half of the 
crop produced, so far as cotton is concerned. Of course, he 
has to sell that cotton. 

The chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, I think 
without having as thoroughly considered this matter as he 
might have done, is of the opinion that a sharecropper can 
sell any amount he desires from land cultivated by him 
without being subjected to any penalty, but the language of 
the section does not admit of that construction. It pro
vides that any pe1·son who markets cotton from a farm in 
excess of the farm-marketing quota shall pay the penalty 
of 2 cents per pound. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield to the gentleman from North Caro

lina. 
Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman understand that a 

sharecropper is given an allotment under this measure? 
Mr. TARVER. Oh, no. 
Mr. COOLEY. If he is not given an allotment, how can 

he be penalized? 
Mr. TARVER. The tenant is not given an allotment, yet 

you include the tenant in this provision. The allotment is 
made to the farm. The only effect of your amendment, if 
it is proposed in good faith is that notwithstanding more 
than the acreage allotment to the farm may have been 
planted by the tenant or landowner he may proceed to 
market three bales of cotton from that farm Without paying 
any penalty. I am saying if you have several tenants and 
sharecroppers on a farm and more than the acreage allotted 
to the farm is planted, it would be unfair to allow the tenants 
and landowner each to market up to 1,500 pounds of lint 
cotton from that farm and not allow the same privilege to the 
sharecropper. The amendment as drawn is a patent dis
crimination against the sharecropper, since the word "pro
ducer" is construed by the Department to include tenants 
but not sharecroppers. 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 
Mr. MAY. Is not a large proportion of the cotton pro-

duced in the South produced by sharecroppers and if they are 
exempted entirely, will that not upset the whole program? 

Mr. TARVER. They are not exempted entirely or at all 
and that is the point I make. When an exemption is granted 
to the tenant, who likewise receives no allocation of farm 

acreage, the exemption, in fairness, ought to extend also 
to the sharecropper. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield to the gentleman from North 

Carolina. 
Mr. COOLEY. Does not the sharecropper obtain his al

lotment from the landowner in the first instance? 
Mr. TARVER. Yes, and the tenant does too. Why do 

you include the tenant without including the sharecropper? 
The allotment is made to the farm. The exemption is to the 
producer, which, according to the Department, does not 
include a sharecropper. 

Mr. COOLEY. The tenant is not included in the section 
to which the gentleman refers. 

Mr. TARVER. He is included in the committee amend
ment offered by the chairman of the gentleman's committee. 
I believe the gentleman is a member of the Committee on 
Agriculture. The language of the amendment, as I recall 
it, will be construed to mean, where it says "producer", the 
landlord or tenant. The Department of Agriculture has 
decided that a tenant is a producer, but a sharecropper is 
not a producer. 

Mr. COOLEY. It means any person who has an allotment 
in the first instance. The sharecropper in the first instance 
has no allotment, so he is not subject to any penalty. 

Mr. TARVER. Then the amendment offered by the com
mittee does not amount to a :flip of your finger. If you 
mean to exempt only three bales to each farm, you are 
not exempting anything so far as a large percentage of the 
farm population of the South is concerned. It would not 
amount to anything to the tenants and sharecroppers on 
any farm which will have a total acreage allocation upon 
which three bales of cotton can be raised, although there 
may be several tenants or sharecroppers, and the total 
acreage allotted to the farm might be so small that each 
tenant or sharecropper could not market even one bale of 
cotton. You are making a gesture here which means noth
ing unless it means that each one of those tenants and 
sharecroppers shall be allowed to market free from penalty 
at least three bales of cotton without regard to the acreage 
allotted to the farms on which they are located. If you 
are trying to have it mean anything else, you are trying to 
fool him, and you are presenting something here which is 
not in good faith a matter of relief for the tenant and 
sharecropper population of the South. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I am entirely in accord with the purpose 

of the gentleman, but the whole marketing quota provision 
applies only to the producers who are operating the farms. 
The restriction is that the penalty provided in this part 
shall not apply to the production of any producer on whose 
farm the acreage planted to cotton does not exceed the 
farm acreage allotment of such farm. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I am sorry, I do not have the time. 
Since this provision, the way it is construed in connection 

with other provisions of the bill, does not subject the share
cropper to any penalty, I fear if the sharecropper is covered 
by this provision he will be subject to a penalty when he 
exceeds the fixed amount. I fear such a provision will make 
the sharecropper subject to penalty. 

The gentleman speaks of the tenant. The allotment to 
the producer is made to everyone who has a part of that 
farm, and the part of the farm controlled by the tenant is 
construed as a farm in itself. It is a unit. He is a renter. 
He has control of that farm. He is subject to the provision 
because he is a producer, in the sense in which the term is 
used here. While I believe the gentleman's purpose is proper, 
I fear his amendment might tend by implication to bring the 
sharecropper, who would not otherwise be subject to pen
alty, within the terms of the penalty provision. Further, if 
he could include the sharecropper, then a man could have 
all of his family included and get all kinds of exceptions. 



1937 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 975 
Mr. FULMER. If the gentleman will yield, is it not a 

fact the allotment will be made to the landowner? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. FULMER. The landowner can allot to his sharecrop

per any amount of acreage? 
Mr. JONES. Of course. 
Mr. FULMER. He can grow any amount of cotton, and 

there will be no strings on him. 
Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 
Mr. TARVER. According to the gentleman's construction 

of this amendment, if the landowner had several tenants on 
his farm and only 10 acres of cotton acreage allotted to him, 
let us say, he could not accord to such tenants three bales 
of cotton each, could he? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; each one's land is construed as an indi
vidual farm. 

Mr. TARVER. Then if the tenants are to be so construed, 
why not include the sharecroppers? 

Mr. JONES. The sharecroppers are not subject to the 
penalty under the terms of the bill. 

Mr. TARVER. Suppose there were five or six sharecrop
pers on a farm where only 10 acres, let us say, are allotted 
for cotton purposes. Does the gentleman mean the share
croppers could market any amount of cotton they wanted to 
from that farm? 

Mr. JONES. They could market any part of their cotton. 
Mr. TARVER. But none in excess of that produced on 

the cotton acreage a.llotted to the farm. Does the gentleman 
mean to say they could go into the market and sell all the 
cotton they, the sharecroppers, produced? 

Mr. JONES. No. 
Mr. TARVER. Of course not. 
Mr. JONES. They could market their part, but the land

lord could not sell his part. 
Mr. TARVER. They could not sell any part not pro

duced on the farm acreage allotment. 
Mr. JONES. Of course, they could not do so on an allot

ment. That is the allotment basis. The allotment is not 
made to the sharecropper, so he is not subject to the penalty. 

Mr. TARVER. This amendment is supposed to allow 
them to exceed the allotment. If it does not do this, it is of 
no effect. 

Mr. JONES. They do not have that allotment. 
Mr. WIDTTINGTON. Would the exemption cover the 

case of a tenant who pays a part of the proceeds of the 
crop for his rent, just as the sharecropper does? 

Mr. JONES. He would be a tenant, then. 
Mr. WIDI"IINGTON. Undoubtedly he is a tenant. 
Mr. JONES. However, he would get his allotment. The 

allotment is made to him. Therefore, he would be subject 
to the penalty. 

Mr. WIDTTINGTON. May I remind the gentleman that 
under the Soil Conservation Act the allotment is made to 
the owner as the producer and not to the tenant who pays 
a part of the proceeds of the crop as rent. He is in the 
same position as the sharecropper, about whom the gentle
man is talking. 

Mr. JONES. The allotment is made to the farm. 
Mr. WIDTTINGTON. Of course, it is. 
Mr. JONES. We changed that all the way through here. 

It is made to the farm. 
[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN <Mr. CooPER). The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
TARVER] to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division <demanded by 
Mr. TARVER) there were-ayes 14; noes 63. 

So the amendment to the committee amendment was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The- question now recurs on the com-
mittee amendment. · 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for 1 minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is. there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have embodied in one 

amendment all of the amendments which were adopted 
in the provisions of Title I except the Ford amend
ment. I thought I would save time by offering them all 
together. I have made the following change in place of 
the Ford amendment. Instead of a local administrative 
area being permitted to be established by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, which could include more than one county, 
I have made one change, and this is the only change from 
the other amendment. I propose to make the apportion
ment to the counties and subdivisions of counties. "95 per
cent of the State acreage allotment shall be apportioned 
annually by the Secretary to the counties and minor civil 
subdivisions thereof." This would include townships or any 
other subdivision of a county, but would not enable them 
to include an area larger than the county. I believe this 
would accomplish all of the purposes of the Ford amend
ment without any of its handicaps. The trouble with the 
Ford amendment is that it would upset the machinery a 
good deal and give certain counties an advantage. 

Mr. RANKIN. That language was used in the bill before 
the Ford amendment was adopted, was it not? 

Mr. JONES. No; we had "local administrative area," 
which might include several counties. This was one of the 
objections which the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
FORD] made. 

I am perfectly willing for the committee to take action. 
but I thought I would save time by including all these mat
ters in one amendment. If the gentleman wants to offer his 
amendment as an amendment to the amendment--

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gentleman from Texas 
that I realize the Ford amendment--

Mr. JONES. This does not affect the Ford amendment in 
the general provisions. 

Mr. RANKIN. But the committee ought to go further 
than they have gone. They ought to make some concession 
to protect the hill farmers of these States against having 
all the quota or an overwhelming majority of it go to the 
larger plantations. We need some protection and I don't 
think we are getting it under this bill. 

Mr. JONES. I think that is exactly what we are doing. 
We put allotments on a tilled-acreage basis and all the way 
through the provision we allow the inclusion in the allot
ment of the acreages taken out under previous adjustments. 

Mr. RANKIN. But you give us no credit for those coun-
ties that have diversified all along. 

Mr. JONES. Oh, yes; that provision is in here. 
Mr. RANKIN. Let us hear it read. 
Mr. JONES. On the tilled-acreage proposition, "in de

termination allotments to farms under subsections (b), (c), 
and (d), the Secretary shall," and so forth. 

We have that in the other provision also, 
The Secretary shall also take into consideration the acreage 

diverted under previous agricultural-adjustment and conserva
tion programs and the acreage on the farm during such 5-year 
period to the production of any one or more of the following soil
depleting commodities. 

If you want to go back to the provision on allotment to 
the counties-

Mr. RANKIN. There is where the trouble comes in, I 
will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. JONES. The language with respect to that is-
The apportionment to the counties or civil subdivisions shall 

be made on the basis of the acreage devoted to the production of 
cotton during the 5 calendar years immediately preceding the 
calendar year in which the State allotment is apportioned (plus, 
1n applicable years, the acreage diverted under previous agricul
tural-adjustment and conservation programs), with adjustments 
for abnormal weather conditions and trends in acreage during 
such 5-year periods. 

Mr. RANKIN. Certainly; you simply penalize us for hav
ing diversified. 

Mr. JONES. No; we give you additional acreage. 
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Mr. RANKIN. The counties are penalized for having so 

diversified. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, ! ·desire to offer an amend

ment: 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 60, strike out, beginning 

with line 16, down through line 3, on page 62, and insert the 
following: 

"(b) Ninety-five percent of the State acreage allotment shall be 
apportioned annually by the Secretary to the counties and minor 
civil subdivisions thereof ln the States. The apportionment to the 
counties or civil subdivisions shall be made on the basis of the acre
age devoted to the production of cotton during the 5 calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the State allot
ment is apportioned (plus, in applicable years, the acreage di
verted under previous agricultural adjustment and conservation 
programs), with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and 
trends in acreage during such 5-year period. The allotment to any 
coun ty or minor civil subdivision shall be apportioned annually by 
the Secretary, through the local committee, among the farms 
within the county or subdivision on which cotton has been planted 
at least once during the 5 years immediately preceding the year 
for which the allotment is made, so that the allotment of each 
farm shall be a prescribed percentage of the average (during such 
5-year period) of the tilled acres of the fa.rm. which percentage 
shall be the same for all farms in the county or subdivision. The 
allotment to any farm on which cotton has been planted during 
not more than 2 of such years shall be one-half of that which would 
otherwise be made. The allotment to any farm on which cotton 
has been planted during 3 of such years shall be three-quarters, and 
if planted during 4 of such years shall be four-fifths of the farm 
allotment which would otherwise be made. 

"(c) Two and one-half percent of the · State acreage allotment 
shall be apportioned to farms in such State which were not used 
for cotton production during any of the 5 calendar years im
mediately preceding the year for which the allotment is made, on 

' the basis of land, labor, and equipment available for the produc-
tion of cotton, crop-rotation practices, and the soil and other 
physical facilities afi'ecting the production of cotton. 

"(d) _ Two and one-half percent of the State acreage allotment 
. (plus any amount of the State acreage allotment not apportioned 
·pursuant to subsection (c)) shall be apportioned in such State 
to farms operated by owners, tenants, or sharecroppers to which 
an allotment of not exceeding 15 acres has been made under the 
apportionment of the allotment to the county or subdivision. Such 
additional allotment shall be made upon such basis M the Secre
tary deems fair and equitable. 

" (e) In determ1ning allotments to farms under subsections 
(b) , (c), and (d) the Secretary shall also take into consideration 
the acreage diverted under previous agricultural adjustment and 
conservation programs and the acreage on the farm devoted during 
such 5-year period to the production of any one or more of the 
following soil-depleting commodities: Tobacco, wheat, field corn, 
and rice. In determining allotments under this section to farms 
on which during such 5-year period the cash income from cash 
crops other than co-t ton was greater than the cash income from 

·cotton and cottonseed, the allotment that would otherwise be 
made shall be appropriately reduced according to ratios fixed by 
the Secretary representing the current relative values per acre or 
per unit of cotton and such other commodities. In making such 
adjustment due consideration shall be given to current trends in 
the uses to which the farm is devoted. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, the acreage allotment apportioned to any 
farm under this section shall not exceed 60 percent of the tilled 

· acres thereon." 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman 

from Texas would not agree to have these amendments 
printed in the RECORD and carried over until tomorrow so 
we may have time to look them over? 

Mr. JONES. I may say to the gentleman that I have no 
particular objection to that, except these amendments are 
amendments we have already adopted, except the one amend
me.nt. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand that, but there are some 
very serious questions in reference to the one amendment. 

Mr. JONES. I do not object to this amendment remain
ing pending until tomorrow, and I want to make the sug
gestion in this connection that my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG], wants to offer a motion to strike 
out. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman could do that tomorrow. 
Mr. JONES. And I want that motion to go until tomor

row, and so does the gentleman from Texas, and let us have 
any other perfecting amendments presented at that time 
and have just this particular amendment and a motion to 
strike out go over until tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unan
imous consent that further reading of amendments bP. dis
pensed with and printed in the REcoRD. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr; FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi I understood the Chair to pro

pound a unanimous-consent request. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did, and there was no ob

jection. 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I was on my feet reserving the 

right to object. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Reserving the right to object 

I desire to offer a substitute or perfecting amendment, or a~ 
amendment to the amendment of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JONES]. 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman would be permitted to offer 
that tomorrow. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I ask that it be printed ln the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman offered it yet? 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I shall offer it when I am per

mitted to do so. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may offer it. 

· Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. TAYLOR of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, reserv

ing the right to object, does that unanimous consent pre
clude all amendments except those enumerated by the 
Chairman? · 

Mr. JONES. No; we are going ahead with any other 
amendment. I wanted this to go over. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
·gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. WIDTTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right 
to object, but will that preclude the presentation of any other 
perfecting amendment? 

Mr. JONES. No; I have just stated that ani other amend
ment may be offered. This only provides that this amend
ment go over until tomorrow, and that the motion to strike 
out go over until tomorrow and that any other amendment 
be offered now. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers 

an amendment and asks unanimous consent that its reading 
be dispensed with and that it be printed in the REcORD. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The amendment referred to is as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FoRD of Mississippi: Beginning with 

• line 14, page 60, strike out all down to the period in line 1 of page 
61, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) Ninety-five percent of the St ate acreage allotment shall be 
apportioned annually by the Secretary among the farms within 
the State on which cotton has been planted at least once during 
the 5 years immediately preceding the year for which the allotment 
is made, so that the allotment of each farm shall be a prescribed 
percentage of the average (during such 5-year period) of the tilled 
acres of the farm, which percentage shall be the same for all 
farms in the State." 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the same 
request, and I offer the amendment with the same rrquest. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, the gentleman understands 
there cannot be three amendments pending at the same 
time. Is the gentleman merely asking unanimous consent 
to have his amendment printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. WID'ITINGTON. That is all that I am asking. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment referred to is as follows: 
Whittington amendment: Page 59. line 8, strike out the period, 

insert a comma. and add: "excluding such acreage devoted to 
crops produced for market other than cotton." 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I prefer the same unani
mous-consent request that my amendment to strike out 
section 4 be printed in the same way. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas rMr. KLE

BERG J asks unanimous consent trui.t the amendment that he 
is about to offer be printed in the RECORD. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
The amendment referred to is as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KLEBERG: Page 55, strike out part 4. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an amendment which I proposed should be treated 
likewise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma pre
sents a similar request. Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object. 
·After talking with my friend from Oklahoma, I think I 
have in the amendment the provision that he makes inquiry 
about, and I wish he would look over it with that in mind. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The amendment referred to is as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr: MAssiNGALE: Page 60, line 23, after 

line 22, strike out all of line 23 and all of line 24 down to and 
including the word "percentage" and insert the following: 

"On the basis of the acreage devoted to the production of cotton 
during the 5 calendar years immediately preceding the calendar 
year in which the national acreage allotment is determined (plus, 
in applicable years, the acreage diverted under previous agricul
tural conservation and adjustment program) with adjustments 
for abnormal weather conditions and trends in acreage during 
the applicable period, which basis". · 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I make a similar request to 
that of the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Kleberg. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The amendment referred to is as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PACE: Strike out the1ollowing portion 

of paragraph (e) of the committee amendment: 
· "In determining allotments under this section to farms on 
which during such 5-year periods the· cash income from cash crops 
other than cotton was greater than the cash income from cot
.ton and cottonseed, the allotment that would otherwise be made 
shall be appropriately reduced according to ratios fixed by the 
Secretary representing the current relative values per acre ·or per 
unit of cotton and such other commodities. In making such 
adjustment due consideration shall be given to current trends in 
the uses to which the farm is devoted." 

· Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I make the same' request 
4'lith reference to four amendments which have been on the 
Clerk's desk all day. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object. 

Are they amendments to the Ford amendment? 
Mr. HOBBS. No; · they have nothing to do with that. 
Mr. JONES. If the gentleman has them ready, can we 

not get rid of them now? Has the gentleman ·got them 
ready so that he can offer them now? 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Alabama? 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I object. The gentleman 

from Alabama will withdraw his request. 
Mr. HOBBS. I withdraw my request, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, I make a similar re

quest to include in the RECORD amendments I shall propose, 
to be offered tomorrow. 

Mr. JONES. Are they amendments to the Ford amend
ment? 

Mr. GEARHART. No. 
· Mr. JONES. I would rather have them offered today. 
For the present, I object to further offering of amendments 
until we dispose of what we can now. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. FISH. Whether Members will lose any of their rights 

to offer amendments if they do not ask the right to have 
them incorporated iil the RECORD at this time? 

The CHA.IRMAN:. They will not. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I renew my request. 

LXXXII-62 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman again state his 
request? 

Mr. RANKIN. My request was that the amendments be 
printed in the RECORD and that they be carried over until 
tomorrow. 

Mr. JONES. I shall not object to the printing of any 
amendments that we do not dispqse of this afternoon, but I 
do hope that all amendments that Members want to make 
to this cotton section may be made this afternoon and dis
'posed of this afternoon, except the two to which I have 
referred. 
· Mr. RANKIN. Except the amendment you offered? 

M;-. JONES. And the Ford amendment or any amend
ment to that amendment. 

Mr. RANKIN. What about the Kleberg amendment? 
Mr. JONES. And that one also. I included that. They 

both go together. 
Mr. RANKIN. I confine my request, then, to those 

amendments. -
Mr. JONES. I have no objection to any amendment to 

the pending amendment which I offered, or to the Ford 
amendment, which will be offered as an amendment to that 
amendment. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from Texas that permission has already been given to sev
eral Members to incorporate in the RECORD amendments that 
they propose to offer, .which the _Chair understands do not 
apply to the Ford amendment. 
· Mr. JONES. Members were . talking to me, and I over
looked that .. ~ would lik~ to go ahead and d:spose of them 
this afternoon as far as we can. · 

Mr. TAYLOR of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, reserv
~g the right to obje~t, I would like _to ask if that request is 
not inconsistent w~th the answer which the present incum
~ent of the chair made in response to the inquiry by the 
_g-entleman from New York [Mr. FisH]. 

_ Mr. RANKIN. No. It does not shut off anybody. 
Mr. JONES. Are there any amendments pending? 
The CHAffiMAN. There are. Is there objection to the 

request of the gentleman from -Mississippi? 
- There was no .obJection. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
HoBBs] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
· The Clerk read as follows: · 

Amendment offered by Mr. HoBBs: Page 59, line 15, at the e:r.d 
of section 353, change the period to a colon and add: "Provided, 
however, That in 1937 the Secretary shall perform the duties re
quired of him by this section during the month of December."' 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, the · plight of the cotton 
farmer today is due, in large measure, to the fact that we 
produced an eighteen and a half million bale crop in 1937, 
which, added to the carry-over, has given us a disastrous 
reduction in the price of that staple, until in spite of the 
9-cent pegging _loan, the price has dropped to 7 Y2 cents, 
through the floor which that loan was supposed to provide. 
Why, in the face of that statement of fact, which is uncon
trovertibly true, anyone could contend that the control 
provisions of this bill should not apply to the 1938 cotton 
crop is beyond my comprehension. Yet this bill does ex
actly that; as much so as though it had been expressed in 
haec verba. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOBBS. Of course, I am delighted to yield to the 

c;iisti..I:lguished chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. 
Mr. JONES. There are a n:umber of amendments pending. 
It does not look as though it will be possible to dispose of 

them this afternoon. If it is satisfactory to the gentleman, 
I would like to move that the Committee now rise, and give 
the gentl~man his f~ll 5 minutes tomorrow morning. 

Mr. WIDTTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. WHII"IINGTON. That will not preclude the offer

ing of additional amendments tomorrow? 
Mr. JONES. - Oh, no, no. 
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Mr. HOBBS. I will be happy to grant the distinguished 

chairman's request, and I will now renew my request, that 
the four amendments which I propose to offer be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
The amendments are as follows: 
Amendment otiered by Mr. HoBBS: On page 63, line 16, at the 

end of section 358, change the period to a ·semicolon and add: 
"Provided, however, That marketing quotas for cotton for the year 
1938 shall be announced by the Secretary Within 10 days after 
this act shall have become a law, and within 30 days thereafter 
the Secretary shall conduct a referendum of all farmers who may 
be subject to such quotas, to determine whethe;r they favor or 
oppose such quotas. I! more than one-third of the farmers voting 
in the referendum oppose such quotas, the Secretary shall, Within 
30 days after the referendum, announce the result of the refer
endum, and upon such anouncement, the quotas shall become 
tne1fective." 

Amendment o1fered by Mr. HoBBs: On page 62, line 13, strike 
out the words and figures "by more than 15 percent." 

Amendment o1fered by Mr. HoBBS: On page 64, line 23, strike 
out "2 cents per pound" and substitute 1n lleu thereof "75 per
cent ot the purchase price." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. WARREN, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration 
the bill H. R. 8505, had come to no resolution thereon. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend
ment a. joint resolution of the House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 525. Joint resolution to make the existing ap
propriations for mileage of Senators and Representatives 
Immediately available for payment. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend my own remarks 
in the REcoRD by including a letter which I wrote to a con
stituent in my district on the wage and hour bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include a 
letter from the Governor of the State of Vermont. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANxm and Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana, by unanimous 

consent, were granted permission to revise and extend their 
own remarks in the RECORD. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that, following the orders already agreed upon, 
on Thursday, my colleague from Massachusetts [Mrs. 
RoGERS] may be permitted to address the House for 15 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
THE FARM BILL 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the REcoRD and to include therein 
an amendment that I had not completed at the time per
mission was granted to others to print amendments in the 
RECORD. I have now sent the amendment to the desk. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from lllinois? 

There was no objection. 

The amendment referred to follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KELLER: Page 60, line 13, after the 

word "period'', insert: "Provided further, That no Stat e shall re
ceive an allotment for any crop year beginning with the crop year 
1938 of less than 5,000 bales of cotton, if during any 1 of the 
10 crop years prior to the date of the enactment of this act the 
production of such State exceeded 5,000 bales." 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. ALLEN of Delaware. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to address the House for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Delaware? 
There was no objection. 

THE LATE HON. wn.BUR L. ADAMS, FORMER MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM DELAWARE 

Mr. ALLEN of Delaware. Mr. Speaker, it becomes my 
solemn duty at this time to announce to the House the 
death of the Honorable Wilbur L. Adams, of Delaware. He 
died Saturday, December 4, and will be buried tomorrow, 
Tuesday, December 7. 

Mr. Adams was a Member of this body during the Seventy
third Congress. He was a loyal Democrat, a staunch SUP
parter of the Roosevelt New Deal. In the passing of Mr. 
Adams I have lost a true friend and my State has lost an 
upright and honored citizen. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and ex
tend my own remarks in the RECORD at a later date con
cerning the life and character of the late Mr. Adams. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Delaware? 

There was no objection. 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a joint resolution of the House of the following 
title, which was thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 525. Joint resolution to make the existing appro
priations for mileage of Senators and Representatives imme
diately available for payment. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 

adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 

2 minutes p.m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Tu~ 
day, December 7, 1937, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
CO:Ml\[[TTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
a public hearing on H. R. 8532, to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to further promote the merchant marine 
policy therein declared, and for other purposes, in room 219, 
House Office Building, on Wednesday, December 8, 1937, 
at 10 a.m. 

COllrtMI'rl'EE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
There will be Bl meeting of Mr. CRossER's subcommittee 

of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, at 
10 a.m., Thursday, December 16, 1937. Business to be con
sidered: Hearing on House Joint Resolution 389, distribution 
and sale of motor vehicles. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MARTIN's subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, at 10 
a.m., Tuesday, January 4, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearing on sales tax bills, H. R. 4722 and H. R. 4214. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, at 10 a. m., Tuesday, January 11, 
1938. Business to be considered: Hearing on S. 69, train
lengths bill. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
878. A letter from the Acting Secretary of NavY, trans

mitting the draft of a proposed amendment to the bill 
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<H. R. 6703) to amend section 2 of the act entitled "An 
act to give wartime rank to retired officers and former offi
cers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and/or Coast Guard 
of the United States," approved June 21, 1930, so as to pro
hibit persons who have been subsequently separated from the 
service under other than honorable conditions from bearing 
the official title and upon occasions of ceremony wearing 
the uniform of the highest grade held by them during their 
war service and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

879. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting 
the draft of a proposed bill for the relief of the estate of. 
Raquel Franco, late of Panama City, Republic of Panama; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBI.JC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under ciause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 

8432. A bill to provide for a flowage easement on certain 
ceded Chippewa Indian lands bordering Lake of the Woods, 
Warroad River, and Rainy River, Minn., and for other pur
poses; without amendment <Rept. No. 1653). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. EDMISTON: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
8176. A bill providing for continuing retirement pay, under 
certain conditions, of officers and former officers of the 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps of the United States, other 
than officers of the Regular Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, 
who incurred physical disability while in the service of the 
United States during the World War, and for other purposes; 
with amendment <Rept. No. 1654). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 

8021. A bill for the relief of Mrs. George Orr; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1652). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

ADVERSE REPORTS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

House Resolution 364. Resolution requesting certain infor
mation from the President of the United States <Rept. No. 
1651). Laid on the table. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, committees were discharged 

from the consideration of the following bills, which were 
referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 7484) for the relief of Berthel Christopher; 
Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

A bill <H. R. 7927) for the relief of Bertha Thompson 
Williams; Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

A bill <H. R. 4586) for the relief of Clark Wiley; Commit
tee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

A bill <H. R. 7293) for the relief of the estate of John B. 
Brack; Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

A bill <H. R. 8181) for the relief of James F. Johnston; 
Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

A bill (H. R. 8546) granting a pension to William W. 
Humes; Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

PUBLIC Bll..LS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutionS 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 8621) making appropria

tions for extending the market news service of the Depart
ment of Agriculture in the States of Florida, Georgia, and 
Alabama; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. BARRY: A bill <H. R. 8622) to abolish personal 
and deficiency judgments that have been taken by the Home 
Owners' Loan Corporation in foreclosures and to forbid the 
taking of said judgments in the future·; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 8623) 
authorizing the State Highway Departments of North Dakota 
and Minnesota and the Boards of County Commissioners of 
Traill County, N.Dak., and Polk County, Minn., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge across the Red 
River of the North westerly of Neilsville, Minn.; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 8624) authorizing the Secre
tary of War to grant to the Coos County court of Coquille, 
Oreg., and the State of Oregon an easement with respect to 
certain lands for highway purposes; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MURDOCK of Utah: A bill <H. R. 8625) to grant 
the right to cut timber in national forests for the construc
tion of a railroad from Craig, Colo., or from Springville, Utah, 
to Ouray, Utah, or to a point on Green River near Ouray, 
Utah, or from Craig, Colo., to Springville, Utah; to the Com
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. VOORHIS: A bill <H. R. 8626) to amend the Social 
Security Act, approved August 14, 1935; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WELCH: A bill (H. R. 8627) to fix the definition 
and application of certain terms used in the navigation and 
steamboat inspection laws with reference to the fishing 
industries and the vessels employed therein, and for other 
purposes; t-o the Committee ·on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: A bill (H. R. 8628) to provide for the 
addition of certain lands to the Vicksburg National Military 
Park, in the State of Mississippi, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. TREADWAY: A bill (H. R. 8629) to repeai the 
undistributed profits tax, as of the taxable year 1937, to 
impose in lieu thereof a one-point increase in the normal 
tax upon corporations, and to restore the flat rate of 12 '12 
percent tax upon capital gains; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. JENKINS of Ohio: Resolution <H. Res. 373) au
thorizing ·an investigation of the National Bituminous Coal 
Commission; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 526) 
to authorize the accept~nce of title to the dwelling house 
and property, the former residence of the late Justice Oliver 
Wendell Holmes, located at 1720 Eye Street NW., in the Dis
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Library. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BARRY: A bill <H. R. 8630) for the relief of 

Nikola Miskov; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 8631) for the relief of Vin
cenzo Ferrero; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu
ralization. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8632) for the relief of Anton Goepel; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Georgia (by request): A bill (H. R. 
8633) for the relief of the Georgia Marble Co.; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 
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By Mr. SANDERS: A biii <H. R. 8634) for the relief of 

Jose Munden; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SIROVICH: A bill <H. R. 8635) for the relief of 

Antonino Gioia; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu
ralization. 

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 8636) for the 
relief of W. F. Towson; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
3497. By Mr. CITRON: Petition of the Inter-Veteran As

sociation, of New Haven County, New Haven, Conn., protest
ing against the activities of the German-American Bund as 
un-American and contrary to good citizenship; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

3498. Also, petition of the United Aircraft Post, No. 2096, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, of East Hartford, Conn., requesting 
a congressional investigation of the German-American Bund, 
and that the citizenship of its members who are naturalized 
be revoked, and that its alien members be deported, for its 
un-American activities and the setting up of concentration 
and other camps inimical to the United States; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

3499. Also, petition of the Veterans of Jewish Faith. De
partment of Connecticut, protesting against the setting up of 
Nazi camps and the propagation of Nazi doctrines at these 
camps of the German-American Bund, and objecting to mill· 
tary drilling and preaching of disloyalty to America at these 
semimllitary camps; t<> the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

3500. Als-o, petition of the citizens of Southbury, Conn., in 
mass meeting assembled, asking Congress to investigate the 
creation of semimilitary Nazi camp, where youth of Gennan 
extraction are taught Nazi doctrines and given military drill 
and inculcated with un-American activities, said camp being 
located at Southbury, Conn.; to the Committee on Immigra
tion and Naturalization. 

3501. By Mr. COFFEE of WaShington: Telegrams in the 
nature of petitions of Tolt, Orillia, Enumclaw, Issaquah, and 
Auburn branches of the Seattle Milk Producers' Association, 
urging support of the Boileau amendment to the pending bill 
for the relief of agriculture; also the support of the Andresen 
amendment placing foreign dairy producers on the same basis 
as American dairy producers with respect to tuberculosis-free 
herds; and opposing the so-called wage and hour bill on 
the contention that such bill would increase the cost to the 
consumer and farm producer of the goods he buys; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

3502. Also, petition of members of the Brotherhood of Loco
motive Firemen and Enginemen, Northern Pacific Railway, 
praying for the enactment of Federal legislation fixing 40 as 
the maximum hours per week during which any railroad em
ployee should be given employment, and pointing out that 
under the system now in vogue regular men may work the 
equivalent of 36 days a month freight service, 44 days pas
senger, 30 days yard service, and calling attention to the great 
hardship this works upon the men lower in the seniolity list, 
and that it does not coincide with the President's injunction 
that private industry should take up the slack in employment; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3503. Also, petition of the United Mine Workers of 
America, District No. 10, praying for immediate investigation 
of activities of hired "goon squads" and exposure of the 
alleged racket in the coal industry in the State of Washing
ton; to the Committee on Labor. 

3504. By Mr. COLDEN: Resolution adopted by Local 64 of 
the National Federation Post Office Clerks, Los Angeles, 
Calif., favoring a straight 30-year compulsory retirement for 
all postal employees and opposing any and all bills in Con
gress to raise the age limit or extend the years of service of 
such employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

3505. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of Local 35, United Fed
eral Workers of America, of Billings, Mont., endorsing House 
bill 8431, establishing a 5-day week; to the Committee on the 
Civil Service. 

3506. Also, petition of the Army Base Local 43, United 
Federal Workers of America, endorsing House bill 8431 estab
lishing a 5-day week in the Federal service and House bill 
8428 to provide for a hearing and disposition of employee 
appeals from discriminatory treatment by supervisors in the 
Federal service; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

3507. By Mr. DONDERO: Petition of 100 citizens and 
bakers of the city of Detroit, Mich., protesting against the 
enactment of the crop-control program, containing so-called 
processing taxes, etc.; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3508. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of Hon. 
Lewis M. Seay, county judge, and R. L. Nance, mayor of 
Thornton, Tex.; Jim Poindexter, mayor of Kosse, Tex.; Joe 
Clonts, commissioner; John Mackey, commissioner; Ike Ken
nedy, commissioner; Frank Burke, commissioner; Moffet and 
Leach, Big Hill, all of Limestone County, Tex., favoring con
tinuing liberal appropliation for national and rural roads; 
to the Committee on Roads. 

3509. Also, petition of Mrs. H. D. Beaumont, president, and 
Mrs. C. B. Thames, secretary, Hearne Shakespeare Club, 
Hearne, Tex., opposing reduction of Federal appropriations 
for highways; to the Committee on Roads. 

3510. By Mr. KENNEY: Petition of Local No. 73, United 
Shoe Workers of America, calling for the passage of the 
minimum wage and maximum hours bill; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

3511. By Mr. KRAMER: Petition of the Searchers Club, 
Jewish Community Center, Los Angeles, pertaining to segre .. 
gation and discrimination practiced against Negro people; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3512. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of Samuel Knighton & 
Sons, Inc., New York City, concerning a processing tax on 
wheat; to the Committee on Agliculture. 

3513. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, concerning fix-freight rate making; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3514. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, concerning specific recommendations on 
tax legislation to help business; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

3515. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, concerning change in status of Army 
engineers; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

3516. Also, petition of the American Institute of Archi
tects, Washington, D. C., concerning distribution of profits 
tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3517. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of the Filomat Society of 
Buffalo, N. Y., expressing opposition to the croP-control 
proposal now pending in Congress; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

3518. By Mr. O'NEILL of New Jersey: Petition of the New 
Jersey Chapter, American Institute of Architects, and New 
Jersey Society. of Architects, on the proposed amendments 
to the National Housing Act; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. · 

3519. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the American Insti
tute of Architects, Washington, D. C., concerning the undis-. 
tributed-profits tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3520. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, New York City, concerning legislation by 
Congrc•:;s to fix freight rate making; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3521. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the . 
state of New York, New York City, concerning tax legisla
tion to help business; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3522. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, New York City, concerning change in 
status of Army engineers; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

3523. Also, petition of the Artists Union of America, New 
York City, concerning the Coffee bill (H. R. 8239) to estab-. 
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lish a Department. of Fine Arts; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

3524. By Mr. QUINN: Petition of the Westinghouse Local, 
No. 601, United Electrical and Radio Workers of America, 
endorsing legislation program of the Committee for Indus
trial Organization: to the Committee on Labor. 

3525. By Mr. RICH: Petition of the McKean County <Pa.> 
Pomona Grange opposing the Black-Cannery labor bill; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

3526. Also, petition of the Lycoming County (Pa.) Pomona 
Grange, No. 28, opposing the Black-Cannery labor bill; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

3527. Also, petition of the Pomona Grange, No. 30, .of 
Tioga County, Pa., protesting against the passage of the 
Black-Cannery labor bill or any similar substitute; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

3528. By Mr. SHANLEY: Petition of the Inter-Veteran 
Association on the German-American Bund in America; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3529. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Junior Order of 
United American Mechanics, State Council of New Jersey, 
Trenton, N.J., regarding the appointment of a special com
mittee of the Senate and House to investigate and determine, 
in their opinion, the origin and development of the stars and 
stripes :Hag; to the Committee on the Library. 

3530. Also, petition of the National Social Security Pro
tective Association of America, relating to taking care of citi
zens because of the failure of banks and building and loan 
associations; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3531. Also, petition of the Council of Americn Mariners, 
New York, N. Y., concerning the Panama Canal tolls; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1937 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, November 16, 1937) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

RusH D. HoLT, a Senator from the State of West Virginia, 
appeared in his seat today. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 

the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Monday, December 6, 1937, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. LEWIS. I note the absence of a quorum, and ask for 

a roll call. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Connally King 
Andrews Copeland La Follette 
Ashurst Davis Lee 
A ustln Donahey Lewis 
Bailey Duffy Lodge 
Bankhead Ellender Logan 
Barkley Frazier Lonergan 
Berry George Lundeen 
B1lbo Gerry McAdoo 
Borah Gibson McGlll 
Bridges Gillette McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Glass McNary 
Brown, N.H. Graves Miller 
Bulkley Green Minton 
Bu1ow Guffey Moore 
Burke Harrison Murray 
Byrd Hatch Neely 
Byrnes Hayden Norris 
Capper Herring Nye 
Caraway Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Cali!. Overton 
Clark Johnson, Colo. Pepper 

Pittman 
Pope 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Sch wellenbach 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
White 

Mr. WIITI'E. I announce the una voidable absence of my 
colleague the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE]. My 
colleague is suffering from a slight cold, and, during these 
inclement days, it seems prudent that he should stay inside. 

Mr. LEWIS. I anri.ounce that the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. BoNE] and the Senator from Delaware [Mr. HUGHES] 
are absent from the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] is detained 
because of illness in his family. 

My colleague the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIETERICH] is detained in Springfield, the capital of the State 
of Illinois, on official business. 

The Senator from Connecticut [1\!r. MALONEY], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCARRAN] are necessarily detained. 

I ask that this announcement go in the REcoRD for the 
day. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in addition to the an
nouncement just made, I wish to announce that members 
of the Banking and Currency Committee are engaged in 
holding hearings on the housing measure. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

PETITIONS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in · 

the nature of a petition from Frank White, of Atlanta, Ga., 
praying that an old-age pension of $30 per month be granted 
to ex-slaves, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. LONERGAN presented resolutions of the Board of 
Selectmen of South Hadley; the Rod, Gun, and Revolver Club 
of Russell; the Holyoke Chapter of the Connecticut River 
Antipollution Association, and the Rod and Gun Club of East 
Long Meadow, all in the State of Massachusetts, favoring the 
enactment of the so-called Lonergan-Vinson bill, being the 
bill (H. R. 2711) to create a Division of Water Pollution 
Control in the United States Public Health Service, and for 
other purposes, which are ordered to lie on the table. 

BTI.LS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 
Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, ·and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. LODGE: 
A bill (S. 3100) for the relief of Carl G. Lindstrom; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A bill (S. 3101) to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 

a right-of-way for highway purposes upon and across Kelly 
Field, a military reservation, in the State of Texas; to au
thorize an appropriation for construction of the road and 
necessary fence lines; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill (S. 3102) for the relief of the estate of Raquel 
Franco (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 3103) for the relief of the Comision Mixta 
Demarcadora de Limites Entre Colombia y Panama (with 
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill <S. 3104) for the payment of claims of citizens of 
the United States against the Republic of Mexico; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY: 
A bill (S. 3105) to amend the Commodity Exchange Act, 

as amended, to extend its provisions to wool and other 
agricultural commodities traded in for future delivery; to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. DAVIS and Mr. GUFFEY: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 236) authorizing the Presi

dent to invite foreign countries to participate in the cere
monies to commemorate the one hundred and fiftieth anni
versary of the national ratification of the Constitution of 
the United States in Philadelphia, Pa .. June 17 to 21, 1938; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. McADoo submitted an amendment and an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, Mr. AusTIN and Mr. PoPE each 
submitted an atnendment, and Mr. BANKHEAD submitted 
three amendments intended to be proposed by them, re
spectively, to the bill (S. 2787) to provide an adequate and 
balanced flow of the major agricultural commodities in 
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